









‘ 


KS OF 


VES, 


ork. 


TER, 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 44.] 683 





Aug. 18, 1900, 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTABLISHED 1853. ‘ 
Capital ... hen pia ie es ee --- £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... me ... £207,230 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 


Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
W. OSCAR NASH, F.I1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE, — 


50, REGENT STREET, W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 





FOUNDED 1807, 





EXCEPTIONAL ADVANTAGES TO PERMANENT POLICY- 
HOLDERS. 
LIBERAL TERMS TO SOLICITORS INTRODUCING BUSINESS. 
For Rates and Full Particulars apply to 
THE SECRETARIES. 


THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MOh1 GAGE INSURANOE OFFICE. - 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, B.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
4 In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtaimed on application to 
fHE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 














FREE, 
SIMPLE, 








Funps - ° - - £3,000,000. INCOME - - - — £390,000, 
YEARLY NEWBUSINESS - £1,000,000, BUSINESS IN FORCE - 411,700,000, 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord Harssury (Lord High Chancellor of Eng * 
The i. Mr, Justice oa" “ , wand 
The Right Hon. Sir James Panxer Deanz, Q.C,, D.C.L, 
Wriuiam WIM, ° 
Ricuarp Penyincron, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 
Bacon, His Honour Judge. Mathew, The Hon. Mr. J \e 
Davey, The Right Hon Sora. | Meek, A. Grant, e(ibevioes), 
| — The Right - John W., @.C., 


— Fy, ~— Hon. Sir James Parker, 
Ellis-Danvers, Edmund Hetry, Esq. 





Finch, Arthur J., Esq. | Morrell, Frederic P.. Esq. (Oxf 
Frere, Geo. : | Pennington, Richard, Bay 
Garth, The Right Hon. Sir Richard, Q.C. | Roweliffe, W., rag. 
Healey, C. E. H. Chadwyck, Esq. Q.C. Saltwell, Wm. Henry, Esq 
Johnson, les P., Esq, Tweedie, R. W., Esq, 
, The Hon. Mr. Justice. Williams, Romer, 
Henry Chauncy, Esq Williams, William, 


VOL. XLIV., No. 42. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, AUGUST 18, 1900. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not oft 
the regular staff of the JoURNAL. 











Contents. 

OUOREEWE TOPICS  ccoceccecccccceccocccsesccocee 688 ; Revizws 688 
Tue Late Lorp Carer Justice......... 686 | COBRESPONDENO .........c0ssseeeeeee-e0eeeeee 688 
Tax Incipenck or SEWERING AND NEW ORDERS, HO, o1s...cesseeseeeeevsereeee® 688 
Pavine Expenses AS BETWEEN Local Lacar Mews om 

7 Wruome Ur Noriozs «» 61 

AvtHorities aD Private Owners CREDITORS’ NOTIORS..c...sessseeveeeeseevereee 692 
tn Lonpon AND THE COUNTRY.......0 687 ' Bawxrvurroy Noriczs. 692 








Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. In the Weekly Reporter. 


A Suit Depending in & Mayor's Beard v. London General Omnibus Co. 658 
London, between Foster and 
Reserve Dixon, In re. Heynes v. Dixon ......... 665 





ion a aan en see” ggg | Groat Western Railway Co. v. London 
Duke of St. Albans, Re. Loder v, and County Banking Co.... 662 
e ADB one-asserscessesescesens Jolly, In re. Gathercole v. Norfolk ... 657 
con ae ae Morgan, In re, Smith v. May...0...-+ 670 
R. Field (Lim.), Ke, and Re Companies Pépin v. Bruyere ....0.01.-.00+ seeveeevenees « 6f1 
ACE, 1862 ..eeccccseeecee  cereeeceseeevenvee 689 | Rogers v. Hosegood ......s0s000+ srsereenees 659 





CURRENT TOPICS, 


WE przint elsewhere an order, made in pursuance of the Land 
Charges Act, 1900, directing that section 1 of that Act shall 
come into operation on the lst of September next. After that 
date, accordingly, all the registers relative to judgments, 
executions, Crown debts, lis pendens, and annuities will be 
transferred to the Land Registry Office. 





We nave had during the last few days the usual record in 
the daily journals of the flight of the learned judges from town. 
We always wonder why these phs, which must take a 
good deal of trouble to collect, are allowed to be inserted. Who 
cares a brass farthing about the movements of the bench duri 
the Long Vacation? Why are the judges alone to be de 
from getting a town without a solemn announcement 
of the place to which they are going? We think it may be 
taken for granted that their destinations are strictly proper, and 
we do not need to be told their movements in order to assure us 
that no judge is on his way to Monte Carlo, or any Belgian 
gambling resort. This being so, may we not be spared the 
details of their travels? We observe, however, that this year 
in some cases, not only the destination of the judge, but 
the reason for the selection of such destination, is given by 
the indefatigable : Mr. Justice So and So and his 
wife are devoted to a they have taken a house 
at a place convenient for purpose. We trust that this 
innovation will not spread, otherwise we may have next year an 
announcement that a learned judge—a member of the “ golf 
table” at the judicial luncheons at the Royal Oourts— 
selected a pow golfing resort because the average play 
there is no better than his own. 





Tae precision of Wriacit, J., in Re Leach, Ex parte Barnes v. 
Board of Trade, depending as it does upon a consideration of a 
complicated maze of sections under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
and the Bankruptcy (Discharge and Olosure) Act, 1887, is 
highly technical, and very difficult to criticize without an 
intimate knowledge of, and acquaintance with, bankruptcy legis- 
lation and practice. From a practical point of view, however, 
judged by its results, it is certainly open to some very obvious 
criticisms. The question raised by the case was whether, in a 
bankruptcy, after the release of the trustee (or the official 
receiver so acting), creditors have power to appoint a trustee 

in. The facts which gave rise to the question were that a 





again. 
bankrupt, subsequently to the release of his trustee, who had 
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realized all the assets then available, became entitled to con- 
siderable property. Now the Act of 1883 provides that where 
a trustee has been released the official receiver shall act as 
trustee for the further administration of the estate, if necessary. 
But in this case the creditors were anxious to appoint a trustee 
of theirown. The Board of Trade refused to allow it, and the 
court upheld the Board of Trade, Under the Bankruptcy Acts, 
as they stand, there is apparently no way out of this, and the 
non-possumus of the Board of Trade is justified. But it may 
work great hardship on creditors and produce many undesirable 
results. Why should creditors be deprived of the little control 
still left to them by the bankruptcy law and be put to the 
expense of an official administration of the estate, because the 
bankrupt may have, perhaps fraudulently, concealed the 
existence of valuable assets? Then again, it is against the 
policy of the Bankruptcy Acts that the administration should be 
in the hands of the Board of Trade against the will of the 
creditors. It was provided that that department should take 
over the trustee’s duties after his release, because, generally 
speaking, there would be little or nothing left to administer. 
The law as it stands certainly creates a hardship, which ought 
to be removed, if necessary, by amendment of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, 





In tHE Agricultural Holdings Bill—now the Agricultural 
Holdings Act, 1900, coming into force on the lst of January 
next—the House of Lords made an important drafting amend- 
ment with reference to the time when claims can be made. 
Under clause 2 (2), as it left the House of Commons, claims 
for compensation were not to be made after the determination 
of the tenancy, while at the same time sub-clause (3) provided 
for claims by a tenant relating to improvements executed after 
the determination of the tenancy, but while he lawfully remains 
in occupation of part of the holding. The two sub-clauses have 
now been made consistent by inserting in sub-clause (2) a proviso 
that claims under sub-clause (3) may be made at any time before 
the tenant quits the part of the holding which he lawfully holds 
over. Besides this the House of Lords altered clause 1 by 
inserting from the Act of 1883 the proviso that in estimating 
the value of improvements there shall not be taken into account, 
as part of the improvement made by the tenant, what is justly 
due to the inherent capabilities of the soil. The words are 
retained rather through fear of the possible effect which their 
omission might have than for any actual weight that the con- 
sideration of the inherent capabilities of the soil has in practice. 
More important is the change that has been made with respect 
to the planting of osier beds, the making of gardens, and 
the planting of orchards or fruit bushes. In the House of 
Commons all these improvements, if not exceeding one acre, 
might be made under Part II. of the first schedule merely on 
notice to the landlord, and his consent was to be required only 
when they exceeded one acre. The House of Lords required 
such consent in all cases whatever the area of the improvement. 
All these changes were assented to by the House of Commons. 





Twick, aT LEAST, during the summer assizes there has been a 
case of a prisoner standing mute when called upon to plead. 
Iu old times the consequences of standing mute were very 
serious, and involved forfeiture of goods and the peine forte et 
dure. Nowadays, however, if the prisoner is mute of malice, 
the Statute 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 28, directs that a plea of “ not guilty ” 
may be entered, and the trial proceeds as if the prisoner had 
pleaded. The judge has no power to determine whether the 
prisoner stands mute of malice or by the visitation of God. 
That must be decided by a jury, which may be formed of any 
twelve men who happen to be present, but which, of course, is, 
as a rule, the jury which is already in the box to try the man if 
he pleads “ not guilty” in the ordinary course. Evidence is called 
before such a jury as to the condition of the prisoner, and 
course! may call witnesses and address the jury on his behalf. 
If he is found mute of malice, a plea of “‘ not guilty” is entered 
aud he is tried. If he is found mute by the visitation of God, 
it then becomes a question whether, though mute, he is sane 
aod capable of understanding signs or writing, or whether 
he is insane, and so unable to plead or take his trial. If he 





| several persons for the delivery at his residence of various 


is merely deaf and dumb, but intelligent and capable of 
understanding the proceedings, the charge is explained to 
i writing or signs, his plea is taken and there is no 
egal difficulty. There may, however, be considerable practical 
difficulty and much delay in the proceedings. In one case, after 
the evidence of each witness for the Crown had been given, the 
judge’s note of such evidence was handed to the prisoner and 
he was asked in writing if he wished to put any questions. In 
the first of the two recent cases, which was tried at Salisbury, 
the jury found the prisoner (who was stone deaf) mute by the 
visitation of God, and the indictment was handed tohim. He 
read the indictment and then wrote, “I plead not guilty.” In 
the other case, at Norwich, the jury found the prisoner mute 
of malice, whereupon a plea of ‘ not guilty” was entered and 
he was tried in the ordinary way. It is no uncommon thing for 
a prisoner to sham idiocy or dumbness. It is hard to say, how- 
ever, what good such persons hope to get out of their malinger- 
ing. If they are found to be insane, probably their liberty is 
taken away for far longer than it would be on conviction. 





TE peEctston of the Court of Appeal (Lord Atvzrsronzg, 
M.R., and Riesy and Cotxins, L.JJ.) in Re Leyland and Taylor's 
Contract is of practical importance. House property was sold 
by auction on the 8th of May, 1899, under conditions which 
included the usual condition as to compensation for any ‘‘ error, 
misstatement, or omission in the particulars,” and also a con- 
dition (numbered 4) that if before completion the vendor should 
have expended money in complying with any requirements 
made after the sale by the local authority as to street paving, 
sewering, &c., the purchaser should repay the amount so 
expended, and if such requirement had not been complied with 
before completion, the purchaser should indemnify the vendor 
in reepect thereof. As a matter of fact, the local authority 
had, before the sale, served the vendor with notice to pave, 
flag, and sewer the street on which the property abutted, 
but this was not disclosed in the particulars or conditions. 
The purchaser completed the purchase subject to a claim for com- 
pensation under condition 4 as to the cost of these works, which 
were subsequently executed by the local authority, the purchaser 
being, of course, liable under the Public Health Acts for the 
expenses thereof. The Vice-Chancellor of the Palatine Court 
held that the purchaser was entitled to compensation, but the 
Court of Appeal reversed this decision, on the ground that the 
omission to disclose in the particulars the existence of the notice 
could not have affected the value of the property. In their view 
property of this kind is always bought subject to the contingency 
of such a notice being served, and the fact that it had actually 
been served before the contract was entered into was immaterial. 
Had the works been completed by the local authority before the 
property was sold, a charge on the property would have been 
created, and would have had to be cleared off by the vendor (see 
Stock v. Meakin, 1899, 2 Ch. 496). It seems somewhat unsatis- 
factory that, where the initial step in proceedings (which will 
eventually result in a liability on the owner or a charge on the 
property) has been taken before contract, the vendor should be 
entitled to throw the whole burden of satisfying the liability or 
charge upon a purchaser who bought without notice of the 
proceedings. 





Tue supemEnt of Bicuam, J., in Epsom District Council v. 
London County Council is the first judicial pronouncement on 
section 12 of the Locomotives Act, 1898, by which the law as to 
“extraordinary traffic” on highways was amended in an 
important particular. The section has a somewhat interesting 
history. Under section 23 of the Highways and Locomotives 
Amendment Act, 1878, where extraordinary expenses have been 
incurred by a highway authority in repairing a highway “ by 
reason of the damage caused by excessive weight passing along 
the same or extraordinary traffic thereon,” the authority may 
recover the amount of the expenses ‘‘ from any —* by whose 
order the weight or traffic has been conducted.” Under this 
section the case of Kent County Council vy. Lord Gerard (1897, 
A. ©. 633) was decided; the defendant had contracted with 
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building materials; the passage of these materials over certain 
main roads caused considerable damage, and the county council 
sought to recover the amount of the extraordinary expenses 
incurred by them. The House of Lords, approving the decision 
of the majority of the Oourt of Appeal, held that Lord 
GERARD was not the person by whose order the extraordinary 
traffic was caused ; he had bought the materials “delivered,” 
and had, in the opinion of the House, nothing to do with the 
route or the manner by which they were brought to his house. 
Lorzs, L.J., delivered a dissentient judgment, in which he held 
that “ by whose order” must be read as “in consequence of 
whose order,” and that as the extraordinary traffic flowed from 
Lord Gzrarp’s order, he must be held liable. This view of the 
section was, of course, rejected by the Lords, but they seem to 
have agreed that, had the words been capable of the interpreta- 
tion put upon them by Lorzs, L.J., Lord Gzrarp would have 
been liable. The Legislature, by the Act of 1898, made the 
learned judge’s interpretation of the section part of the enact- 
ment itself ; by section 12 the words ‘“‘ by whose order” in the 
former Act were to be read as ‘‘ by or in consequence of whose 
order.”” The Epsom case was similar in its facts to those of Lord 
Gerard’s case: extraordinary traffic was caused by bringing 
building materials along roads in the plaintiffs’ district to the 
site of a hospital which was being erected by contractors for the 
London County Council. The question was whether the effect 
of the amendment of 1898 was to convert the judgment of 
Lorss, L.J., in Zord Gerard’s case into a correct statement of the 
law. Bicuam, J., has held that this isso, and that in the cir- 
cumstances of this case the defendants were liable for the 
ee of extraordinary traffic caused ‘‘ in consequence of their 
order, 





Ir 1s Now twelve years since the Court of Appeal in Hancock 
v. Hancock (36 W. R. 417, 88 Oh. D, 78) overruled the sensible 
view of section 19 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
taken by Onrrry, J., in Re Queade’s Trusts (33 W. R. 816), and 
placed a construction on the section which is totally at variance 
with the general policy of the Act; but nothing has been done 
by the Legislature to put the matter upon a proper footing, and 
as appears from the recent decision of Bucxtey, J., in Buckland 
v. Buckland (48 W. R. 636), a married woman may still find her- 
self deprived of property by virtue of a settlement which is in no 
way binding upon her. Section 19, as is well known, provides 
that nothing in the Act shall interfere with or affect any settle- 
ment made before or after marriage with respect to the property 
ofamarried woman. [If the lady is of full age, and isa party to 
the settlement, then of course there is no reason why she should 
by virtue of the Act claim as her separate estate property which 
she has voluntarily chosen to settle, and if this was all the effect 
of section 19 no objection could be taken. But the section has 
been made use of for quite a different purpose, and a married 
woman may be deprived under it of property, which by 
sections 2 or 5 of the Act is made her separate property, simply 
because her husband has executed a settlement of it. This is 
what happened in Hancock v. Hancock (supra). By an ante- 
nuptial settlement, executed in 1870, the husband covenanted to 
settle after-acquired property of the wife. There was no 
such covenant by the wife. In 1883 the wife became 
entitled to property which, under the Act of 1882, would 
have been her separate property. It was held, however, to be 
bound by the husband’s covenant by virtue of section 19, 
and it had to be brought into the settlement. In other 
words, a covenant which at the date of the settlement was 
intended to deprive the husband of the rights which he 
would, as the law then stood, have had in his wife’s 
property was used for the purpose of depriving the wife 
of the benefits conferred upon her by the Married Women’s 
Property Act. In Stevens v, Zrevor-Garrick (41 W. R. 412; 
1893, 2 Ch. 307) the principle of Hancock v. Hancock was applied 
to acase where the wife upon her marriage in 1890 was a party 
to the settlement, but being an infant it was not binding on her, 
and she was entitled to oa did repudiate it on attaining twenty- 
one, Nevertheless, since it bound the hueband, section 19 saved 
it, and the wife was deprived of her property owing to the fact 
that the husband had been made a party to assign property 
which did not belong to him. In the recent case of Buckland v. 





Buckland (supra) also the wife was an infant at the date of the 
settlement and subsequently repudiated it, but here there was 
no express assignment or covenant by the husband. He was 
an executing party to the settlement and was only affected by a 
recital of the agreemeut for the settlement. Bucxtey, J, 
held, however, that under the old law this would have raised 
an implied covenant on his part to do whatever was necessary 
to give effect to the settlement, and hence the case was prac- 
tically covered by the authorities. It is a singular state of 
affairs that the wife’s property should be taken from her by 
reason of her husband’s concurrence in a settlement not binding 
upon her, when under the existing law the property is not 
subject to any marital rights of his. 





THE RECENT case of Cohen v. Tannar (48 W. R. 642) raised a 
point of some nicety upon the construction of the usual covenant 
for quiet enjoyment in a lease. According to this the lessor 
covenants that the lessee shall peaceably and quietly hold and 
enjoy the demised premises without any interruption by the 
leesor or any persons claiming under him. It might have been 
held that the covenant covered any interruption caused, either 
directly or indirectly, by the lessor, but a more restricted effect 
has been given to it, and, to entitle the lessee to sue, the 
interruption must have been directly due to the acts of the 
lessor, and it is not enough that it is the result of some 
default of his. In Stanley v. Hayes (3 Q. B. 105) 
the lessee had entered under the lease, and then his goods 
were seized for arrears of land tax due from the lessor 
before the demise. Hcre the interruption of the lessee’s 
enjoyment was clearly due to the default of the lessor. It 
was not, however, the immediate act of the lessor or of any 
person claimiog under him, but of the collector of land tax 
whose claim was adverse to the lessor; and it was held that 
there had been no breach of covenant. In Kelly v. Rogers (40 
W. R. 516; 1892, 1 Q. B. 910) a lessee bal granted a sub-lease 
and had covenanted for quiet enjoyment. He omitted to observe 
the covenant for repair contained in the head-lease, and the 
head-lessor entered for breach of that covenant. Although, 
just as in Stanley v. Hayes, the interruption was the result of 
the default of the lessee, yet it was held not to be an interrup- 
tion by him within the meaning of the covenant. Referring to 
Stanley v. Hayes, Lord Esner, M.R., said: “That case was 
decided fifty years ago, and even if we considered it to be wrong, 
we could not, after this lapse of time, overrule it, as 
subsequent leases have been drawn on the faith of it.” 
In fact, however, Lord Esuxr entirely agreed with it, and 
considered that an entry by the superior landlord, claiming 
adversely to the lessee, was not an interruption by the lessee 
within the meaning of the covenant, notwithstanding that the 
entry was due to his default. In the recent case of Cohen v, 
Tannar the head-lease contained a covenant — underletting 
without the written approval of the lessor. The premises were 
underlet without such approval, and afterwards the head-lessor 
assigned his reversion, The assignees of the reversion brought 
ejectment against the lessee for breach of covenant, the lessee 
consented to judgment for possession, and, a writ of possession 
being issued, the sub-lessee had toleave. The sub-lessee there- 
upon sued the lessee on the covenant for quiet enjoyment. 
Primé facie it looks as though the case was within the principle 
of Kelly v. Rogers; the interruption was the act of the lessor and 
not of the lessee. The distinction was taken, however, that 
since the breach of covenant took place before the assignment of 
the reversion, the assigns had no title to re-enter in respect of 
it, and therefore the lessee could have resisted the action and 
was wrong in consenting to judgment. On this ground Riptey, 
J., thought that the interruption of the tenancy was caused by 
the act of the lessee in consenting to judgment being signed 
against him, and the Court of Appeal (A. L. Sarrn, Vavenan 
Wits, and Rower, L.JJ.) took the same view, and held the 
sub-lessee entitled to recover. But whether the lessee could 
have successfully resisted the lessor’s entry or not, the actual 
interruption seems to have been due to the lessor and not to the 
lessee, and it is at least doubtful whether the principle of the 
cases above referred to was not applicable in favour of the 
lessee. 
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AN INTERESTING question upon the effect. of the statute 13 
Eliz. c. 5 with respect to settlements made in fraud of creditors 
was considered by Waicur, J., in the recent case of Re Lane- 
Foz (48 W. R. 650). Miss Lanz-Fox, upon coming of age in 
1891, became entitled to about £15,000, not subject to any 
settlement. By the advice of her relatives she at once executed 
a settlement by which the securities. representing the fund 
were conveyed to trustees upon trusts which left the trustees 

i ion as to the agreceticn of the income in payment of the 

t and future debts of the settlor and for her benefit 

uring her life, with the usual trusts in remainder. The settle- 
ment contained a power of revocation, with the consent of the 
trustees, of all or any of the trusts. At the date of the settle- 
ment sufficient property was left out of it to pay Miss Lanz- 
Fox’s then existing debts, and she was consequently solvent 
without the aid of the property settled. Subsequently, however, 
she contracted extensive debts, and the trustees, after twice 
consenting to a revocation of the trusts and to the raising 
of sums to satisfy the debts, at length declined to assist her 
further, and the lady filed her own petition in bankruptcy, with 
the object, apparently, of ascertaining whether she could not 
have the settlement set aside in proceedings instituted by her 
trustee in bankruptcy. These proceedings were, in the first 
instance, based on section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; but 
since the settlement was more than two years old, and since the 
settlor was solvent at its date, this section was inapplicable. 
Recourse was then had to 13 Eliz. c. 5, and an attempt was 
made to show that the settlement was void as being a fraud on 
creditors. It was impossible, under the circumstances, to prove 
that there was, at the date of the settlement, any actual intention 
to defraud ; but such actual intention is not required in order to 
bring the statute into operation. As was settled in Freeman v. 
Pope (L. R. 5 Oh. 538), a voluntary settlement may be set aside 
under 13 Eliz. c. 5 without proof of actual intention to defraud, 
if the circumstances are such that the instrument will necessarily 
have that effect. And it will be set aside accordingly if, at the 
date of the settlement, the property left free is not sufficient to pay 
thedebts then existing. The settlor is supposed to have such debts 
in his mind, and the tying up of his property necessarily delays 
the creditors. But no such intention can be imputed to him from 
the mere fact of his incurring subsequent debts which without 
the aid of the settled property he is unable to meet, and in the 
resent case Wricut, J., declined to extend in this manner the 
octrine of constructive fraud which has been applied to 
13 Eliz.c. 5, ‘‘I think,” he said, ‘no decision can be found 
anywhere inconsistent with the proposition that an hovest 
settlement, affirmatively proved to be honest, ought not to be set 
aside merely because some years afterwards it is proved to have 
the effect of defeating or delaying subsequent creditors.” 
Accordingly he held the settlement in the present case to be 


unimpeachable. 


THE LATE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE. 


Tue English bench is singularly unfortunate. By the premature 
death of Lord Russett or Kit.owen it has lost its only member 
who, with the possible exception of the Lord Chancellor himself, 
would be generally admitted to have been at once a great 
advocate, a great judge, and a great man. Nor was his dis- 
tinction marked only by comparison with the living ; for among 
those who can be remembered by men of our time there were 
few who were his equals at every point. Lord SzLpornE was a 
great advocate and a considerable judge, but far from a great 
man. Lord Cairns was both a great advocate and a great 
judge, and, at least, a masterful man. Lord ConzrmcE was a 
great advocate, but his only claim to greatness as a judge or a 
man lay in his command of language and literary style and a 
certain dignity of manners. Lord Bowzn was probably the 
Fimoclt judge of this generation, greater than Lord RussEt 
& very genius for all the qualities of judgeship, and 
therefore a great man, but not even a second rate advocate, and 
haps too well balanced and conscientious to make a mark in 
tline. Sir Gzorcz Jzsszx was on the threshold of greatness 
all round, but he lacked distinction in style and all that 
_ to make personality. Sir Atexanper Oocxsurn and Lord 
RAMWELL are, perhaps, the two who seem most to take rank 














with the late Lord Chief Justice. All of these had the mastery 
of principles, the intuitive grasp of facts, the logic, the imagina- 
tion, the eloquence, the fearlessness and the dramatic feeling 
necessary for the great advocate ; and also that detachment of 
mind and intelligence which to the layman appears like an 
absence of conscience, but which saves and stores the qualities 
of the judge behind the duels of the advocate, and all had the 
breadth of view and interest and sympathy which carried them 
outside the bounds of their profession, and gave to their country 
and the world the benefit of their powers. In addition to this 
they were all men of strong and unpopular convictions: Cocx- 
BURN representing much of the philosophy of Mizz, BramweL. 
that of Hersert Spencer, and Russert that of the Catholic 
Church ; and they shed the trammels of party politics as easily 
as the habits of advocates, as soon as these were no longer 
required or serviceable in the furtherance of that which they had 
most at heart. These intense convictions, and the will and the 
courage to stand, if need be, alone in defence of them, mark 
such men off asa class apart from mere professional success, 
however brilliant, and make the great advocate and the great 
judge into something of a great man. 

Of Lord Russex1’s powers as a forensic advocate it is needless 
to say anything. For nearly twenty years he swayed judges 
and juries equally by his clear, tense appeals either to reason or 
sympathy, heightened by his Irish dramatic feeling which rose 
sometimes almost to the fierceness of dictation, and sank at 
others to delicate and humorous satire. His varied moods 
belonged to different parts of his character which were openly 
reflected in his features. Reasoning was represented by his 
smooth high forehead, imagination and sympathy by his clear and 
restless eyes, and passion and determination by his mouth and 
jaw, which, while they accounted for his success, completely 
marred the pleasure of looking at his face. Many doubted 
whether so great an advocate could make a good judge; the 
more reasonable fear was lest the qualities connoted by the 
mouth snd jaw could be kept under control by the qualities 
connoted by the forehead and eyes sufficiently to maintain the 
dignity of the judicial bench. Happily, neither the doubt 
nor the fear was justified. The Irishman’s dramatic 
insight into what was fitting was aided by the strong 
personal conviction of what was right, and notwithstanding 
a few slight storms at the outset, the victory was soon 
so complete that the doubt has given place, not only to regret 
for one of the greatest of Chief Justices, but even to questioning 
who can worthily fill his place. Let it not be supposed that he 
had not his failings, which were neither few nor very reputable. 
He was formerly an inveterate gambler; his temper was 
frequently beyond control, and on such occasions his language 
was both violent and offensive. But he had this great merit: 
he knew that these things were wrong, and were unworthy 
of a judge; and he set himself to conquer, and did conquer, 
them. The habits of an advocate he put off both easily and 

ladly ; and few courts have ever been conducted with more 

ignity, learning, promptness and care than that in which he 
sat. arly in his short career it fell to his lot to preside over a 
great State trial, that of the Jameson raiders, and it was at once 
apparent that before him fallacies fell away, complications and 
perplexities of municipal and constitutional law were cleared 
away as with a dissecting knife, popular feeling was repressed, 
and nothing was considered but dignity and justice. Political 
and diplomatic considerations appear to have affected the 
sentences, which upon the assumption of a right verdict, were 
strangely light, and were afterwards made lighter by the 
administrative authorities, probably with disastrous effects 
upon subsequent developments. 

Lord RussEtx’s extra-judicial work since his appointment as 
Chief Justice was very characteristic. He did not trouble to 
take part in anything which savoured of popular clamour. He 
set himself to remedy two great defects, as they appeared to him, 
in the legal and commercial position of the whole country. He 
conceived that within an Empire like the British, administering 
a series of conflicting laws, there should be adequate machinery 
for instruction in those laws, and he made speeches and wrote 
letters in which he challenged the inadequate policy of the 
Council of Legal Education in making no effort to furnish such 
instruction. This was a worthy object, which has so far not 
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achieved results, partly because Lord Russert made some 
unfortunate slips on inadequate information as to the details of 
the existing system of the Council in matters not really relevant 
to the point. But the main idea of his attack was the enforce- 
ment of an Imperial duty, which yet requires fulfilment. 

His other set object was to promote legislation to put an end 
to the commercial corruption not unnaturally attending excessive 
competition—that is to say, the direct or indirect bribing of 

rincipals or agents to give orders in return for commissions or 
other illicit advantages. In this, too, he was cut short by death ; 
but in this, too, it is to be noted that he took upon his own 
shoulders the enforcement of a great duty, and grappled with a 
great object. It may not be useless to point the moral by con- 
trasting his failure hitherto with the success of the Money- 
Lenders Bill, as it is called. A petty amendment of the law, 
arising out of popular feeling about a particular man, now dead, 
and founded on no intelligible principle, is received with applause 
by both Houses and becomes law—on the principle, we suppose, 
of condoning ‘faults they are inclined to by damnin 
those they have no mind to”; while a real effort to amen 
the law affecting all classes in a matter of world-wide 
importance and founded upon a principle is damned 
with faint praise by the classes 
Russett had no hesitation in putting his shoulder to the wheel 
of the measure which nigw lift the commercial morality of 
England out of the mire, which, in his judgment, was become a 
byword in the world. This is the sort of work which dis- 
tinguishes a great man from a small one: the recognition of a 
great evil, the discernment of a great principle, the adoption of 
a real remedy, and the courage to fight an uphill battle in 
support of it. 

e take leave of Lord Russett or Kittowen with all the 
regret due to the memory of a great man, who had achieved 
his own ambitions ; had achieved much for his country, abroad 
as well as at home; and was ready and eager to devote himself 
further in her cause, but for the disease which slit the thin-spun 
thread of life. 








THE INCIDENCE OF SEWERING AND PAVING 
EXPENSES AS BETWEEN LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
AND PRIVATE OWNERS IN LONDON AND THE 
COUNTRY. _ 


In previous articles the above question has been considered 
with reference both to the Metropolis Management Acts (ante, p. 
654) and to the Public Health Acts (ante, p. 671), having 
regard to the different areas to which they respectively apply. 

A comparison of the results of these two groups of legislation 
reveals very considerable differences in the law applicable to the 
incidence of séwering and paving ex in London and the 
same expenses in the country. It does not appear, however, 
that these differences are based upon any intelligible principle, 
or upon any fundamental difference discoverable in the conditions 


governing the construction and repair of streets and sewers in | A 


London and the country. 

The first notable difference between the two is that, while the 
test of whether the local authoriti+s can put in force their powers 
of sewering and paving under section 150 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, is, Is the street in question a highway repairable by 
the inhabitants at large ?—under the Metropolis agement 
Acts that test does not apply, but the test is, Is the street a 
“new street” ?—that is, whether it isa highway repairable by 
the inhabitants at large or not, has it in its ter of “street ” 
been “taken into charge” by the local authority having 
control of the highways? See the definition of “‘ new street” in 
section 112 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862. The 
street may be a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large, 
an old highway which has become a “street” in the popular 
sense, but if at the time it became so repairable it was not a 
“street” in that sense, the local authorities may still exercise 
their powers of sewering under section 45 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1862, and of paving under section 77 of that 
Act, and section 105 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855 : 
Pound v. Plumstead Board (41 L.J.M.C.51). But under section 150 


affected. But Lord | all, 


to sewer and pave any street, whether new or old, at the expense 
of the Pid it cannot do so if the street is a “ highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at e”: Rishton v. Haslingden 
Corporation (1898, 1 Q. B. 294). It has been held that at a 
hearing before justices to recover expenses under this section it 
is open to the owner to shew that the street is a “‘ highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at large”: Hesketh v. Atherton 
Local Board (L. R. 9 Q.B. 4). This distinction is very 
clearly illustrated by the recent case of Simmonds Brothers 
(Limited) v. Fulham Vestry (48 W. R. 574), @ case which came 
under the Metropolis Management Acts. The question raised 
was the liability of certain owners of houses on the Fulham 
Palace-road to pay the expenses of paving it under the 
Acts. The Fulham Palace-road had become a highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at large in 1864, and the local 
authority from time to time did permanent repairs upon it. 
In 1864 it ran wholly through market gardens. By 1883 a 
number of houses had been Silt fronting it. In 1899 the 
vestry decided to put in force their powers of paving. The 
owners declined to pay for it, but were held liable. They 
clearly were so, because at the time the road became repair- 
able by the inhabitants at large it was not a ‘‘street” at 
and the maintenance of it in its character as a street 
had never been assumed by the vestry. One objection raised 
by the owners was that the road was not a “new” street, 
because no houses had been built since 1883. But they over- 
looked the fact that the definition section (112) of the Act of 
1862 includes not only “ new ”’ streets, but a// streets, new or old, 
the maintenance of which has not been assumed by the local 
authority. But if section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
were applied to such a state of facts the conclusion would be 
different, and the owners, presumably, would have succeeded. 
Although it would have been a street not “paved to the satis- 
faction of the local authority,” still the vestry could not have 
thrown the charge upon the owners, because it was a “ highway 
repairable by the inhabitants at large,” and therefore excepted 
from the operation of section 150. 

This is a distinction which applies alike to both sewering and 
paving expenses under the two groups of Statutes. 

But as regards the liability for paving expenses alone there is 
another important difference between the gg os Manage- 
ment Acts and the Public Health Acts. For, as has been pre- 
viously noticed, the vestry can only once exercise their powers 
under section 105 of the M lis Management Act, 1855, at 
the owners’ expense, since the section throws the burden of 
future repairs upon the vestry, whether the street has become a 
highway or not: Reg. v. Hackney Board (L. R. 8 Q. B. 528) and 
Simmonds Brothers v. Fulham Vestry (supra) at P. 197, Butunder 
section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, the local authority 
can exercise their powers at the expense of the owners as often 
as they please, since there is no provision in the section for 
future repairs, and no general duty upon the local authority to 
repair streets unless they are ‘‘ highways repairable by the in- 
habitants at large,” vested in them under section 149 of the 


ct. 

It is difficult to see why, upon principle, there should be a 

difference in ay oy of paving within and without the metro- 
litan area to the disadvan of the latter. Indeed, if the 

w were just to the opposite effect, and the metropolitan 
authorities able to exercise their powers at the expense of the 
owners as often as they pleased, while under section 150 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, the local authority could only exercise 
them once, it would far better meet the justice of the case. For 
the rapid c es in the character of streets and the nature of 
the traffic within the metropolitan area, and the necessity for 
continually keeping them in good repair, would afford a plausible 
argument for not making the first repairing operations final, so 
far as throwing the expense upon the owners is concerned. 

It was apparently a recognition of this wenn 4 which caused 
the Legislature to insert in the Private Streets Works Act, 1892, 
the provision before alluded to (ante, p. 672), which enables the 
owners, when a street has been ‘“sewered, levelled, paved, 
metalled, flagged, channelled, and made good,” all to the satis- 
faction of the local authority, to compel such authority to declare 
it a “ highway repairable by the inhabitants at large.” But this 





of the Public Health Act, although the local authority has power 





provision does not really cure the anomaly, because the provision 














688 THE SOLICiTORS’ JOURNAL. 





Aug. 18, 1900. 








only applies to districts in which the Act has been adopted, and, 
further, the local authority cannot be compelled to take it over 
until ai] the different works enumerated have been done. So, 
obviously, it may so manage matters that many of the works 
will have to be done several times over. 

It only remains to notice a recent important case which may 
considerably curtail the expense which can be imposed upon 
owners by the local authority in the exercise of their powers 
under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875. The Court 
of Appeal decided, in Robertson v. Bristol Corporation (48 W. R. 
498), that the local authority has no power under that section to 
alter the respective widths of the carriage-way and footway of 
the street. It must take over and deal with the street under 
section 150 as it finds it—that is, as it was dedicated to the 
public. It is obvious that this restriction may very often save 
the owners a heavy expense. It is true that, in that particular 
case, the street had been constructed in accordance with the 
local bye-laws then in force. But VaveHan Wit1iAms, J., does 
not rely upon that circumstance, but lays down the broad 
principle above stated. 

In conclusion, a word should perhaps be said upon the Private 
Streets Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 57), which has several 
times been mentioned. This Act isa public health Act, and to be 
construed as one with the Public Health Acts. It may be 
adopted by, and upon adoption will extend and apply to, any 
urban sanitary district—that is now, any urban district council— 
and when so adopted, will take the place of sections 150 to 152 
of the Public Health Act, 1875. The object of the Act is 
entirely administrative, to supply simpler machinery by which 
the local authority may put in force their powers under section 
150. It does not directly affect the incidence of the expense of 
sewering and paving streets, which still falls upon the owners. 

Section 20 of the Act, however, may, as we have seen above, 
enable the owners to escape liability for future repairs. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
SECOND CLASS TRAVELLERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have read the short paragraph on this subject in your 
journal of to-day, and whilst the subject is fresh, I shall be glad if 
you will allow me to draw the attention of our profession to another 

ity of railway companies with regard to travellers, so that both 
subjects may be considered at once. 
he companies have lately issued what are called ‘‘ Trader” tickets 
(contract) of first, second, and third class, on which they charge con- 
siderably less per person per mile than they do for their ordinary 
contract or daily tickets. They are issued to tradesmen who do a 
certain quantity of business on “‘ carriage account” with the railway 
companies, and it was a blow at the Manchester Ship Canal in the 
first instance, but has now extended universally. Commercial 
travellers, clerks, salesmen, agente, as well as merchants, now use 
these tickets, and there is little distinction of persons in the first class 








now. Ina commercial country nearly everyone in trade now travels 
first class with these tickets. ; 

This practice is distinctly illegal on the part of the companies, and 
directly against the equality clauses of the Railway Clauses Act, 1845, 
All travellers are entitled by the Act to travel at the same rate, and 
it is clearly illegal to charge different classes of persons different rates, 

Railway companies are common carriers, licensed to take tolls by 
Act, and bound to serve the public equally. ‘ 

The Board of Trade or Railway Commissioners cught to take this 
up, but do not, and, I think, will not, unless forced by parliamentary 
attentions. It cannot be expected that private individuals will do it. 
I have called attention to the matter before, but without effect. I 
shall be glad if this has a different result. A SUBSCRIBER. 

Aug. 11, 1900. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 

LAND REGISTRY. 
LAanD CHARGES Act, 1900. 
Order. 


By virtue and in pursuance of the Land Charges Act, 1900, I, the 
Right Honourable Hordinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do make the following order :— 

Section 1 of the Land Charges Act, 1900, shall come into operation 
on the 1st day of September next, and on that date the following 
transfers and arrangements shall have effect :— 

There shall be transferred to the Office of Land Registry— _ 

(1.) All registers and applications for registration relating to 
English Judgments, Lis Pendens, Crown Debts, Executions, and 
Annuities ; 

(2.) All Day Books and Account Books ; 

(3.) All Certificates of Official Searches ; 

(4.) All Preecipes for ordinary Searches from the Ist day of 


January, 1900. 
(Signed) Hatspury, C. 
Dated this 3rd day of August, 1900. 


COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 


During the Vacation until further notice all petitions and other 

applications which may require to be immediately or promptly heard, 
are to be made to the judges who for the time being shall act as Vacation 
judges. 
' Mr. Justice Farwell, one of the Vacation judges, will, until further notice, 
sit in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of Justice, at 11 a.m. 
on Wednesday in every week, for the —— of hearing such applications 
of the above nature as, according to the practice of the court, are usually 
heard in court. 

No petition will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, and no other application will be placed in the judge’s 
ay without such leave, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is 
left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, relating to every application made to the Vacation 
judge (see notice as to judges’ papers below), are to be left at the office of 
the Registrar in attendance, Companies (Winding-up), Room 66, 
Bankruptcy-buildings, Carey-street, before one o’clock on the Monday 
preyious to the day on which the application is intended to be made. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel is to be sent to the 
judge by post, or rail, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable 
of receiving the papers, addressed as follows: ‘‘ Official Letter: To the 
Registrar in attendance, Companies (Winding-up), Room 66, Bankruptcy- 
buildings, Carey-street, London, W.O.”’ 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar in 
attendance (Companies Winding-up). 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as vacation judge 
can be obtained on application at Room 66, Bankruptcy-buildings, 
Carey-street, W.C. 

The office of the Registrar, Companies (Winteg-“9), will be opened on 
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in every week, from 
eleven to two o’clock. Mr. Justice Farwell will, until further notice, hear 
urgent summonses which may be adjourned to him in his private room, 
No. 632, Royal Courts of Justice, on Wednesdag in every week, at 
10.30 a.m., commencing on Wednesday, the 15th of August. 

Applications to the Registrar which require to be immediately or 
promptly heard, and are of the nature of Vacation business, are to be 
made to the Registrar in attendance, Companies (Winding- up). 

Jupcrs’ Pavers —The following papers for the vacation judge are 
required to be left at the Registrar’s Office, Companies (Winding-up), 
Bankruptcy -buildings, Carey-street, W.C., on or before one o’clock on the 
Monday previous to the day on which the application to the judge is 
intended to be made: (1) Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of 
special leave granted by the judge. (2) Two copies of any documents 
showing the nature of the application. (3) Two copies of notice of motion. 
(4) Office copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer (if any). 
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N.B.—Solicitors are requested, when the application has been disposed of, 

to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return of their papers. 

Companies (Winding-up) Office, Bankruptcy -buildings, 
Carey-street, W.C. August, 1900. 





THE REVISING BARRISTERS ACT, 1873. 

At the Court at Osborne House, Isle of Wight, the 7th day of August, 
1900. Present, The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas by the third section of “ The Revising Barristers Act, 1873,” 
it was enacted that Her Majesty, by Order in Council, might vary from 
time to time, either by way of increa:e or decrease, the number of Revising 
Barristers, and that the number fixed by such Order should be substituted 
for the number fixed by any previous Order in Council made under the 
same Act, or any other Act: 

And whereas by the Order in Council dated the fifteenth day of August, 
one thousand eight hundred and ninety, the number of Revising Barristers 
was prescribed as set forth in the Schedule of the same Order : 

And whereas it is expedient to vary for this present year the number of 
Revising Barristers so prescribed for the county of Middlesex (including 
that part of the county of London which is situate north of the River 
Thames), and for the city of London and boroughs and places in that part 
of the county of London which is situate north of the said river : 

Now therefore it is hereby ordered by the Queen’s Most Excellent 
Majesty, by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council, 
as follows : 

1, The number of Revising Barristers to be appointed in the year one 
thousand nine hundred shall be as set forth in the Schedule to this Order 
and none other. 

2. After the thirty-first December, one thousand nine hundred, the 
number of Revising Barristers to be appointed annually shall be as set 
forth inthe Schedule to the said Order of the fifteenth August, one 
thousand eight hundred and ninety. A. W. FirzRoy. 


ScHEDULE. 
Number of Revising Barristers to be appointed in the year 1900. 


For the County of Middlesex (including that part of the County of 
London which is situate north of the River Thames), and for the 
City of London and Boroughs and places in that part of the County 
of London which is situate north of the said River ... oes « & 

ve * the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the Northern 

For the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the North- 
Eastern Circuit _... oe ase We son one onl os, 

~! the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the Midland 

ircuit 13 


For the County of Surrey and for the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and 
places within the South-Eastern Circuit, the County of Surrey, and 
that part of the County of London which is situate south of the 
River Thames an oes hi se on se in sup: <a 

sy Ana Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the Oxford 

For the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the Western 

For the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the North Wales 
Division of the North and South Wales Circuit nie ae ne 

For the Counties, Cities, Boroughs, and places within the South Wales 
Division of the North and South Wales Circuit éve 0s an 


Total ... vee 98 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 

Re R. FIELD (LIM.) AND Re COMPANIES ACT, 1862. 15th Aug. 
Company —Winpinc-Ur—Conrircr or Laws—Resrraint or SALE IN 
Scortanp sy Execution Orgprror—JvrispicTion or Enouisx Court. 

_ Motion ex parte, upon behalf of the liquidators of the company, for an 
interim injunction restraining an execution creditor from proceeding with a 
sale of the company’s assets in Edinburgh. The company traded in 
England and also in Scotland—at Edinburgh, 123, Princes-street—as R. 
Field, and became indebted to Mr. W. Fin . On the 12th of June a 
cheque was sent by the company, but, the debenture-holders’ receiver 
intervening, it was stopped. On the 18th of July judgment was obtained, 
and on the 26th of July a decree was made under which the sheriff took 
possession. Mr. A. O. Miles, the London liquidator, did not know of 
the proceedings till the evening of the 14th of August. On the 4th 
of June Mr. Gordon was appointed receiver and upon behalf 
of debenture-holders. On the 20th of June a winding-up petition was 
Presented against the company, and on the 22nd of June the official 
receiver was appointed provisional liquidator. On the 10th of July a 

g-up order was made, and on the 3rd of August Mr. Gordon and 

Mr. Miles (the applicants) were appointed liquidators. On the 13th of 
August execution was issued, and the sale under it was about to take 
In support of the motion it was submitted that the sale ought to 
restrained. There was jurisdiction to grant the injunction. Oom- 
iw t Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), ss. 122, 123, and 165; Re Hermann 
(35 W. R. 687, 36 Ch. D. 502); Re British Imperial Corporation (25 

W. B. 583, 5 Ch: D. 749); and Re Wancer (Limited) (389 W. R. 343; 1891, 


Fanwett,J., said that he did not think he could interfere now. The 
money would be in the hands of the sheriff and would be safe. An order 
such as that asked for would be an interference with the Scotch courts. 
> ban dismiesed.—CounsgL, Arthur Chitty. Soxicrrors, Phelps, Sidgwick, 

iddle. 
| Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re A SUIT DEPENDING IN THE MAYOR’S COURT, LONDON, 
BETWEEN FOSTER AND THE MUTUAL RESERVE FUND LIFE 
ASSOCIATION. 15th Aug. 


Mayor’s Courtr—Practice—Certiorari—Removat or Action—Oase Fir 
TO BE Trrep In Mayor’s Court—Mayor’s Court Act, 1857 (20 & 21 
Vicr. c. CLVII.), s. 20 
This was a motion on behalf of the Mutual Reserve Fund Life Associa- 

tion, the defendants in the above-mentioned suit, that the suit of Henry 

Seymour Foster against the defendants now depending on the equity 

side of the Mayor’s Court, London, and all proceedings had therein 

might, pursuant to the provisions in that of the Mayor’s Court 

Act, 1857, be removed from out of the equity side of the Mayor’s 

Court into the Chancery Division of this court and be assigned to the 

Hon. Mr. Justice Kekewich, and that the original proceedings filed 

in the Mayor’s Court, or office copies thereof, might be Conse 

into and placed on record in this court and that the same might be 
filed in the central office of the Supreme Court of Judicature, and that 
the suit when removed might be continued and prosecuted in this 
court in the same way as if it had been originally commenced therein and 
assigned to the said judge. In support of the motion it was said that in 

December, 1890, Mr. Harry Seymour Foster insured his life with the 

association for £6,000. In 1898 the society raised the premium, demanding 

from the plaintiff certain ‘‘ Mortuary Calls,” as it was contended they 
were entitled to do under provision 3 indorsed upon the policy, which was 
as follows: ‘‘ Within thirty days from the first weekday of the months of 

February, April, June, August, October, and December of each and every 

year during the coutinuance of this certificate or policy of insurance, there 

shall be payable to the association a mortuary premium for such amount 
as the executive committee of the association may deem requisite (which 
amount shall not exceed the marimum rates indorsed hereon, according to 
the age of each member) and the net amount received to be dealt with as 
provided in the constitution or by-laws of said association or as provided 
under the terms of this contract. Notice of such mortuary premium 
being due and payable at the above dates is hereby given and 
deemed to be accepted by the member or beneficiary of this 
certificate for an amount equal to the preceding mortuary premium.” 

Several important and difficult questions of law were likely to arise on the 

trial of the action as to the construction of the documents and the powers 

of the association and its board of directors and executive committee, and 
as to the authority of their agent, and having regard to the amount of the 
licy—viz., £6,000—and the many thousands of similar policies issued 

y the association, the suit, so far as the construction of the documents 

and the powers of the association and its board of directors and 

executive committee and the authority and powers of its agent were 
concerned, would be a test case. One question was as to the construc- 
tion of the words “‘according to the age of each member.’’ By the 
policy the plaintiff agreed to y mortuary premiums. The 

— was made under section 20 of the Mayor’s Court Act, 

1857. In these circumstances the cause ought to be removed to the 

High Court: Banks v. Hollingsworth (41 W. R. 224; 1893, 1 Q. B. 442). 

For the respondent it was submitted that section 20 of the Mayor’s 

Court Act, 1857, put a more stringent limitation upon the removal of 

actions in equity than section 19 did on the common law side. The 

Mayor’s Court was peculiarly fitted for, and constantly en, in the 

construction of, mercantile documents. There would also be the advantage 

of a jury. No question of law of t difficulty or great magnitude was 
likely to arise on the trial of the action, or any questions other than those 
which the Recorder or Common Serjeant would be fully competent to 
decide and deal with. Justice would be far more vary arrived at in the 

Mayor’s Court than in the High Court: Boize v. Edwards (5 Times L. R. 341). 

Farwe.t, J.—The o} question I have to decide is whether, under 

section 20 of the Mayor’s Uourt Act, 1857, I consider the action fit to 

be tried in the Mayor’s Court. Without reflecting in any way w 

that court, I think this is a case which is eminently fitted for the High 

Court. It involves the question of construction of the policy of 7 

considerable importance and may affect sums of money. It 

therefore undesirable that the decision should be in the inferior court 
when the decision of the High Court may be a guide to persons who would 
not be inclined to accept the decision of the inferior court. I am not 

aware that there would be any particular delay or increased expense. A 

writ of certiorari must issue removing the cause to the Chancery Division 

of the High Court. The costs in the Mayor’s Court and the costs of this 
application to be costs to the cause.—Counset, C. C. Scott ; Trevor White, 

Soxicrrors, Robinson ¢ Stannard ; rks & Rickards. 

{Reported by J. E. us, Barrister-at-Law. | 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re LORD DE CLIFFORD’S ESTATE. LORD DE CLIFFORD v. QUILTER, 
Farwell, J. 3:d and 4th Aug. 

Traustres—Braacnh or Trust—Money Lost sy Tavstixne Sorrcrror— 
Juprcra, Trusrers Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vier. c. 55), s. 3. 





— 305) shewed that there was jurisdiction to restrain Scotch proceed- 


Originating summons. The summons claimed on behalf of the present 
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Lord De Clifford, who is an infant, that the executors of the late lord should 
be ordered to pay into court the sum of £1,545 Is 11d., which had been 
found due from them by the certificate of the master in an action to 
administer the testator’s estate. The testator died on the 6th of April, 
1894, and the action was commenced very shortly afterwards. he 
trustees had ever since the date of their appointment employed 
the firm of Ingram, Harrison, & Ingram as their solicitors until, 
in the month of November, 1899, a -receiving order was made 

the firm. In the course of administration of the trust 
considerable tums were constantly left in the hands of the firm, 
in order that they might pay certain charges on the estate on behalf 
of the executors. Although the executors had their own banking account 
several sums were not paid into it, but were paid instead to the solicitors, 
upon the statement of Cartmell Harrison, one of the partners, that they 
were required for the payment of sums due from the estate. Among the 
sums so paid were two of £208 11s. 9d. and £367 1s. 7d. respectively ; and 
shortly before the bankruptcy of the firm Harrison had an interview with 
the trustees, and, after referring to books of account, stated that a sum 
of £789 1s. 3d., which the executors had been ordered to pay into court, 
could not be met out of the sums belonging to the estate which were then 
in the hands of the firm. He therefore atked to draw a cheque on their 
account for that sum, which they accordingly did. Upon the bankruptcy 
of the firm it appeared that the sum of £432 7s, 1d. was due from them to 
the estate, and it was anticipated that the dividend would be very small. 
On the other hand, the executors had only £1,015 6s. 6d. standing to the 
credit of their account to meet the order for payment of £1,545 1s. 11d. 
They now claimed the benefit of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, relying 
upon Bacon v. Bacon (5 Ves. 331) ; Re Kay, Morley v. Kay (1897, 2 Ch. 518) ; 
Re Stuart, Smith v. Stuart (Oh. 585); and Re Speight, Speight v. Gaunt (22 
Ch. D. 727). 

Farwet1, J.—The question raised is one of great difficulty. By the 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, the Legislature has given to the court a 
———— power; that is to say, in cases where a breach of trust is 
established, the court has power to relieve the trustee from the con- 
sequences, if it considers that he ‘‘ has acted honestly and reasonably, snd 
pas ang fairly to be excused.’’ Now relief against the stringency of the 

of common law was an old head of equity, and as such was 
familiar to courts of equity. In such cases there was an intelligible 
principle underlying it; for example, in the case of a forfeiture 
the court would consider the forfeiture as only intended to enforce 
the doing of a particular act, such as the payment of a sum of money, 
and if it could compel the act to be done in another way it would relieve 
against the forfeiture. There is no such principle in the present case, 
where the Legislature has called upon the court to relieve against its own 
rules. I have, therefore, no principle such as that to which I have above 
referred to guide me, but I have to find as a fact whether or not the 
trustees ‘‘ acted honestly and reasonably, and ought fairly to be excused,”’ 
and I have to remember that this has to be done at the expense of the 
cestui que trust. The real difficulty is that, without any principle to guide 
me, I have to cay what is fair and right as between beneficiaries whose 
money is entrusted to trustees, and trustees who act gratuitously. 
[His lordship then stated the facts, and continued as follows:] The 
trustees were, of course, obliged to have a solicitor, and, indeed, 
they could not have acted in the administration action which was 
brought against them without the assistance of a solicitor. The firm 
which they employed was one of high standing, and Cartmell Harrison 
Was a personal friend of one of the trustees, who himself lost large sums 
of money by trusting him. I have two questions to determine: (1) 
Were the payments of £208 11s. 9d. and £367 1s. 7d. by the executors to 
Harrison justified? (2) In August, 1899, the executors had an interview 
with Harrison who, aiter referring to the account books, said the sums 
to the firm up to that time had all been exhausted in the payment of 
, and that the trustees must draw a cheque on their own account. 
Were the trustees justified in relying upon that statement? As —— 
the first point, I cannot say that the executors acted unreasonably in 
relying the statement of their solicitors that the sum of £208 11s. 9d. 
‘Was req for the payment of debts, and I should be acting harshly if I 
did not apply the same principle to the other sum of £367 1s. 7d. As re- 
gards the second question, I think that the trustees’ counsel was right in 
relying upon Bacon v. Bacon. These two executors went to their solicitors 
were told that all the sums paid by them had been exhausted. Were 
they to —_ Dat they could not accept this statement, but would employ 
someone to investigate the solicitors’ accounts? I cannot think that 
this could have been reasonably required of them. Where there are 
favourable circumstances, and a man has reasonably, the court does 
not hold him liable for loss incurred. Thus if a mortgagee parts with title 
deeds upon a credible statement by his mortgagor that they are required 
for a reasonable purpose, and tries to get them back with reasonable 
celerity, he does not lose his priority. In this case I have come to 
the conclusion that the trustees have acted reasonably and should be 
relieved from personal liability. I have only this to add—and I add it 
only from fear of being misunderetood—that I do not think the fact that 
one of the trustees has personally lost money by trusting Harrison proves 
anything but his bona fides. A man may act as foolishly as he pleas s 
with his own money, but that is no excuse for acting foolishly with 
to money entrusted to him by others. Counsel for the cestui que 
trust has argued that this is a matter of common account and not of 
breach of trust, and therefore does not fall within the Judicial Trustees 
Act, 1896 ; but I think this point is disposed of by section 1 (2) of the 
Act and by the case of Re Kay. Each party must pay his own costs. 
—Counsat, Ingle Joyce; Vaughan Hawkins. Souscrrons, Wing § Eade ; 
Churton & Sons. 
[Reported by J. F. Isziix, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Re DUKE OF 8T. ALBANS. LODER v. DUKE OF 8T. ALBANS. 
Stirling, J. 1st, 7th, and 9th Aug. 


Intanp Revenvs—Serriement Estate Dutry—Incipence—Wu1—OCon. 
TINGENT Lecactes—AnnurtTies—Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), 
ss. 5 (1), 6, 0, 14 (1), 22 (A) (é). 

Summons by the trustees of will of Jate Duke of St. Albans for determina- 
tion of questions relating to the incidence of estate duty and settlement 
estate duty paid on certain portions of the estate. By his will the testator 
gave to his children other than his eldest son certain legacies and annuities, 
Some of the legacies were contingent. These legacies and annuities were 
primarily charged upon his personal estate, but if that were insufficient, 
all bis real estates were charged in aid but not in exoneration of the 
personal estate. The will contained further directions as to the payment 
of the legacies and annuities and the application of the surplus, if any, 
of his residuary personal estate. d Revenue authorities had 
called upon the trustees and executors to pay the duties, and in 
particular settlement estate duty in respect of the contingent legacies, and 
the annuities had accordingly been The questions asked by the 
summons were, inter alia: (1) Whether any, and if any, which of the 
legatees or annuitants ought to bear any, and if any, what part of the estate 
duty payable in of the general mal estate bequeathed by the 
will ; (2) whether any, and if any, which of the legatees or annuitants ought to 
bear any, and if any, what part of the settlement estate duty payable in 
respect of the residuary personal estate under the will; (3) whether any, 
and if any, which of the a pee or annuitants or persons entitled to 
charges on the real estate settled by the will ought to bear any, and if any, 
what part of the estate duty or settlement estate duty payable in respect of 
the real estate. In assessing the value of the residuary personal estate for 
the purposes of settlement estate duty the Inland Revenue authorities had 
deducted the legacies vested at the testator’s death, but had not deducted 
the contingent legacies or made any allowance in respect of the annuities. 

Srreune, J., after stating the circumstances of the case, continued: 
As to (1) no question has been raised before me, and estate duty 
cannot be charged on any of the legacies or annuities. None of them are 
under a liability to bear that—that is admitted. It is on question (2) that 
the most serious part of the argument arose. It is said that there 1s a 
probability — not a certainty—that the personal estate will be in- 
sufficient for payment of debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, 
legacies, and annuities. The question which is put to me is, 
it will be observed, as to the incidence of settlement estate duty 
which bas been actually paid by the executors. They were required by the 
Crown to pay it, and they paid it. There is nothing in the evidence 
to shew that the executors acted improperly in making that pay- 
ment. They did not see fit to contest the right of the Crown, which 
was based upon the decisions in certain cases which it may or may not 
be are pas eoered from the present. Under these circumstances it 
seems to me that upon this occasion I must assume that the settlement 
estate duty was properly paid by the executors. If any person on whom 
the settlement estate duty falls under this decision desires to say that the 
executors acted improperly so that any further steps ought to be taken 
with respect to the settlement estate duty already paid or otherwise, it 
seems to'me that it will be for that beneficiary to indicate his wishes, 
and it may be considered whether any steps ought or ought 
not to be taken. But for the purposes of the present decision 
it seems to me that I must take it that the settlement estate 
duty was properly paid, and that all I have to do is t» dcide 
how as between the residuary estate and the legatees and annuitants 
the settlement estate duty or an appropriate of it is to be borne. That 
being so, it seems to me that I must hold that the contingent legacies 
are to be treated as settled and that the duty was claimed and paid 
on that footing; and if so, then it appears to me that the settlement 
estate duty must be borne by the legatees in accordance with the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Re Maryon Wilson (48 W. R. 338; 1900, 1 Ch. 
565), and the decision given yesterday by Oozens Hardy, J., in 2 
Robinson, Clarkson v. Robinson, which was a sequel to the case of 
Attorney General v. Clarkson (48 W. R. 216; 1900, 1 Q.B. 156). Again, 
as regards the annuities, it appears to me that it must be taken 
that the decision in Attorney General v. Owen (1899, 2 Q. B. 253) 
applies to the personal estate, and consequently that the annuities 
must bear tke proper proportion of the settlement estate duty in accordance 
with the rule down in Re Parker Jervis,*Salt v. Locker (47 W. B. 
147; 1898, 2 Ch. 643). As to question (3), there is again really 
no contest and it was admitted that under the Statute the legatecs 
and annuitants entitled to such one must bear the estate duty and 
settlement estate duty payable. I the only other question which 
remains to be dealt with is that which is in the last clause of question (4)— 
viz., whether any and, if any, what sums should be deducted or retained 
for estate duty or settlement estate duty in respect of such interest or 
annuity, and if so, out of what part of the testator’s estate. As to that, it 
would seem to me to be quite clear that whatever has to be borne by 4 
legatee or annuitant must be deducted from anything which is found to be 
payable to them. That, I think, disposes of the whole case.—Covnszl, 
J. G. Butcher, Q.C., and Austen Cartmell; Howard Wright ; Ingle Joyce; 
J. I. Stirling. BSoxtcrrors, Freshfields, for all parties. 


(Reported by W. H. Duarzn, Barrister-at-Law. | 








A correspondent of the Times says that the only stained-glass window 
left in the ancient round tower of the Temple Church was loosened 
during the of a week ago, with the result that the upper part 
of the glass fell out and was destroyed. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Wut1am Huxsert, deceased, late of No. 7, Guilford-place, Russell- 

uare, and of No. 2, George-lane, London, Fruit Merchant, executed his 

ill on the 10th of June, 1893, which cannot now be found. Whoever 
will take the Will or give such information as may lead to its discovery 
to Mr. William Beck of 2, East India-avenue, Leadenhall-street, E.C., 
shall be Rewarded. 

Rev. Aveustus GarruwaitTe, deceased.—Any person having the custody 
of the Will of the above is required to Communicate with Messrs, Winch 
and Winch, Solicitors, Chatham. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvurTions. 

Atrrep Pearce-Jongs and Cxarites Epwarp Boomer, solicitors (Pearce- 
Jones & Co.), 33, John-street, Bedford-row, London. August 6. 

Seymour Epcar Hvussarp and Artruur Norton Spencer, solicitors, 
(Hubbard & Spencer), 20, Ely-place, Holborn, London. August 1. 

Henry Suarr and Henry Saxexsys, solicitors (England, Saxelbyes & 
Sharp), Kingston-upon-Hull. March 22. The said Henry Sharp has 
retired from the business. [ Gazette, August 10. 

Heesert Byarp Suerrparp and Hucu Mowsray Meytesr, solicitors 
(Sheppard & Meyler), Taunton. May 5. The said Herbert Byard 
Sheppard will continue the said business. 

Freperick Grorce and Joun Freperick Fatwasser, solicitors (George 
& Falwasser), 55, Broadway, Stratford, E., and 1, Long-acre, London, W.O. 
July 31. [ Gazette, August 14. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Henry Tichborne, the young Hampshire baronet, had, says the Sun, 
an expensive day’s shooting recently. He had just returned from one of 
his famous shooting expeditions in the Far East, and was pursuing his 
favourite hobby in Hampshire, totally unmindful of his obligations, as 
High Sheriff of the county, to Mr. Justice Wills. The Judge, on reaching 
the Winchester Assizes, found no one to receive him, and no word of 
explanation, so he promptly registered a fine of £500 against the truant. 
The baronet heard of the fine, but nevertheless went on calmly with his 
shooting. 

A correspondent of the Zimes places it on record that both divisions of 
the Court of Appeal rose before the commencement of the Long Vacation, 
“one of them on the Wednesday afternoon and the other on Thursday. 
One would naturally think this was because they had nothing left to do. 
But so far from this being the case, it is the fact that neither division of 
the Court of Appeal has to this date got through so much as one-half of 
the most important part of its work—viz., the final appeals, numbering 
239 in all, which had been set down as far back as the 2nd of June last, to 
say nothing of the numerous cases added to the list since that date.’’ 


Like forensic eloquence, judicial humour, cays the St. James's Gazette, is 
something sui generis. Recently Mr. Justice Day electrified the court by 
asking, ‘* Who is Sherlock Holmes?’’ It isa kind of tradition with Her 
Majesty’s judges to know nothing of popular literature, or of matters that 
are known of everybody. Who knows not Sherlock Holmes? Well, Mr 
Justice Day does not, and there is the humour of it. We use the present 
tense, for it is probable that the learned judge is still in ignorance on this 
— The counsel who replied to the question explained that Sherlock 

olmes was *‘ the name of a bock,’’ which it is not. It looks as if the 
counsel was determined to be in the humour, and not shew more know- 
ledge than the judge. 

The funeral of Lord Rursell took place on Tuesday last. A very large 
number of the legal profession were present at the Requicm Service at the 
Brompton Oratory, including the Master of the Rolls, Lord Justice Henn 
Collins, and Justices Kennedy, Day, and Bigham. The Prince of Wales 
was represented by the Hon. H. Stonor. Lord Rosebery, Mr. Choate, 
the United States Ambassador, Mr. Henry White, of the United States 
Embassy, Mr. Rawle, representing the American Bar Association, and 
 nagperen feom almost all the legal societies were present; and among 
others attending were Judge Wightman Wood, Judge Greenhow, Mr. 
Macdonnell, Master of the supreme Court, Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., 
Mr, Joseph Walton, Q.C., Sir H. Poland, Q.C., Mr. McCall, Q.0., 
and Mr. M. J. Blake. ‘The Low Mass was said by the Rev. Matthew 
Russell, 8.J., brother of Lord Russell. The service lasted rather more 
than half an hour. At its conclusion the coffin was taken by road to 


Epsom Cemetery. 

Mr. Labouchere, writing in Zruth on the late Lord Chief Justice, says : 
“One of my most characteristic reminiscences of Lord Russell dates from 
the days of the Parnell Commission. It happened—rather unfortunately for 
Truth, as 1 have always thought—that Zrwth and the Irish Members 

imed the great advocate’s services timultaneously. The Ziuth action 
was a very heavy and complicated libel care arising out of the affairs of 
St. John’s Hospital for Diseases of the Skin. Sir Charles Russell, as he 
then was, was retained to lead for the defence, with Sir Robert Finlay, 
now Attorney-General. The trial came on in January, 1889, just when 
the crisis of the Parnell Commission was impending. ‘The case for the 
plaintiff was opened on a Saturday morning, and at the rising of the 
court, Sir Charles—fraukly admitting that there were one or two points in 
the case which he had not mastered as he desired to—asked the editor of 











Truth and his second junior if they could give him an hour or ‘two at his 

chambers on the next afternvon. a oe See oe ae 

afternoon we made our way to the deserted of New Court, 

knocked at the great man’s door. He it 

Sir Charles Russell in an old jacket and slippers, without collar - 
co 


coat. His table groaned under the piles of papers 
Parnell Commission—he was then engaged in pre his great ny 
and when we entered he asked us to excuse while he made up his fire 
and cooked himself a cup of cocoa. That done, the Parnell 
papers were bundled aside, and we spent two anxious hours over 
the affairs of St. John’s Hospital. I¢ was a fruitless consultation, as it 
turned out, for the case was settled as soon as we got into court next 





sleeves and slippers, making up his own fire and cooking . 
It was very characteristic, too, of Russell in every way—of his simplicity 
and indifference to the pomps and vanities, as well as of his laborious 
industry in mastering his cases.” 

At the Birmingham Assizes, on Saturday, says the Times reporter, before 
Mr. Justice Wills, the case of Coz v. Molyneux came on for hearing. The 
~~ — involved an at pony 4 appt aa ao to recover the value 
of certain machinery and scrap to have been wrongfull 
sold by the defendant. It appeared that in 1896 the defendant po | 
into partnership with a Mr. Robinson for the purpose of carrying on an 
engineering and iron foundry business at St. Mary’s Works, Newport, 
Salop, and for working a patent which had been taken out by Robinson. 
Among the es property was a quantity of loose material 
and machinery, consisting for the most part of old plo and agri- 
cultural implement: and scrap iron to be worked up in the business. On 
the 7th of April, 1898, Cox agreed with Robinson to purchase, among 
other things, the whole of the loose material, &c., for £250. It was 
admitted by the plaintiff that at the time of the sale he knew that a 
portion of the said purchase age re the sum of £50—was 
to be used by Robinson for the of paying out an execution 
in Robinson’s house. The was left on the premises, and 
on the 22nd of February was sold by order of the defendant. 
The plaintiff claimed the agreed value of the 
£375. The question was whether Robinson had i 
sell the articles which were used in carrying on the business. In support 
of the plaintiff’s case Lindley on Partnership was quoted, where it is said 
that “‘ any partner can dis of any of the partnership goods,” and in 
one case even it was held that ‘‘ he could make a valid eale of partnership 
books.’’ Lt was contended that there was no limitation upon the 
authority of the partner to dis of ership goods. On the other 
hand, it was urged on behalf of the defendant that the partner had only 
an implied authority to sell such goods as were manufactured for sale in 
the business, and that he had no authority to sell what was called the 
** paraphernalia’ of the partnership or the things used to enable the 
partners to on their business. After hearing arguments on both 
sides, bis lordship held that, having regard to the fact that plaintiff knew 
a portion of the purchase money was to be used to pay a private debt of 
Robinson’s, the plaintiff was put upon inguiry, and that as as there was no 
express authority from the defendant to Robinson to sell the things the 

laintiff could not in this case rely upon the authority ordinarily implied 

y law, and he therefore gave judgment for the defendant, with costa. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Reversions anp Lire Poxicizs. 
Messrs. H. E Foster & Crawriecp held their usual ey! Sale of the above 
ee See Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, the following being some 


ERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-fourth of about £20,000; life53  ... =e = es, “Sold =2,200 
Absolute to One-sixth of £8,150; life 69... 5) Se a i’ 620 
Absolute to 23 Shares of £60 each (£12 paid) in the National Pro- 

vincial Bank of Engiand; life76  ... ou “ oe let 775 

LIFE POLICIBS: 
For £400 in Scottish Union and National; life 67... win _ <= 155 
For £500 (fully paid) in Commercial Union; life38... 0 .. «» » 180 








DEATH. 
H .—Aug. 9, at Eastbourne (suddenly), Geor of 37, Collingham-place, 
riIuth Keutlogton, and @2, Lincstat e-tna-delda, tolicienr, aged 80. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.— Frivay, Aug: 10. 
JOINT S8TOCK COMPANIES. 

Limirep 1x Caancery. 

Brxeswoop Paintixe Co, Luarsp are on or before Sept 1, to send 
their names addresses, and ——— of debts or claims, to Alfred 
Pais Soweel, & ap ome, . Addieshaw & Co, Manchester, solors to 

uidator 

Doxinvixi.p Cxxrnat Liperat ey Limrrep (1x Wonsuseas a 
are required, on or before , to send their names addresses, particulars 
of thelr debts or claims, to James Banatoft, Astley st, Dukinfield. ” Heathoote, Dakia~ 
field, solor for liquidator 

Frouv’s Exrract Co, Luu7vep—Peta for wining 
heard on Aug 22. Digby, 2, Coleman st, solor 
reach the not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 21 

Ioannou Sreamsu:e Co, Liwrrsp—Oreditors are required 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t» A. C. 
Toanno 1, 32, Great St. Helen’ 

Lancaster & Co, Liurrev - Creditors are required, on or before Sept 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Orlando James 
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Henry Davis and William Nicholson, 12, Wood st, Cheapside. Bond & Pearce, Plymouth, | 
solors for liquidators 

Szervue & Co, Sem ee required, on or before Sept 15, to send their names 
and addresses, and the pestioulesn of of their debts or claims, to James Eastwood Meadow- | 
croft, 6, rane st 

London Cee ee Aug. 1 
OINT STOCK COMPA WIES. 
Luarep mm CHANCERY. 

Borotrn Press, Luntrev— Petn for winding up, presented Aug 9, directed to be heard on 
Aug 22. Riddell & Co, 9, John st st, Bedford row, y, colors for petners. Notice of Appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 21 

Bower’s ALLERTON Suppry Co, Limrrep— Creditors are required, on or before Sept 24, to 
gend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H. 
Atkinson, Methley, nr Leeds 

Brice Gas Co, LaxttED - Creditors are required, on or before Sept 22, to send their names 
and addresses, an the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph "Hellaby Skevington, 
Brigg. co. Brigg, solors to liquidators 

Britannic Steam Surrrixe Co, cen eopeenne aré required, on or before Sept 13, 

in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
enwell, 44, Frederick st, Sunderland 

Hewry F, Vate & Co, “4 nin itors are required, on or before Sept 11, to sezd in 

ats of any claims or demands, to Philip Bates 


Hersert Prrstox & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 10, directed to be | 


heard on Aug 22. Rubinstein, 20, Regent st, Waterloo place, solor for petners. Notice 
¢ appearing must reach the above-named not later 
of Aug 21 
Karsnaw, Waittam, & Taytor, Liniten-Creditors are required, on or before —e, 29, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Kevan, John Cuthbert Whittam, and James Kershaw, Weld Bank Print Works, 
Chorley, Lancs, Cockshutt, Preston, solor for —— 
Loxpox Unpgrweiters’ Association, Liuwitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
27, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
liam Robert Taylor Carr. Monument House. Monument #q 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Loxetox Unitep Sick axp Frienpiy Society, White Lion Hotel, Church st, Longton, 
Staffs. Aug 3 
a hag Dowpen's Pripg, — Orper or SHEPHERDS Frienpty Soctery, 2, Lever 
, Stai H ug 











Waantne To inTeNDING House Purcuasers anp Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly | 
Examined, — a and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary | 
Engineering Co (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’”’”—{Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuiarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 
Baystos, Marcaret, Redland, Br‘stol her, 2 81 St Bippistey, Be Bristol 
Bexsamix, Pairie Davin, Chancery In, Traveller Sept 15 Emanuel & 
8immonds, Finsbury circus 
Briayp, Cuanites Epwarp, Melbourne, Victoria, Accountant Sept 15 Rider, Leeds 
Bows, Epuvxp, Oxton, Chester, Rice Broker Sept 18 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
Brapex, James, Tredegar, Mon Aug 381 Spencer, Tr 
Braprorp, CaTuerixe, Harrow Aug 20 Potts & Co, Cheste: 
Bugcn, Epuvyp Perrex, Greinton, Somerset, Butcher Sept 19 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
Cameron, Rovmpess p Henry Foy, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Physician Sept 14 
Innes & , Inverness 
CaRickg, Scones! LIZA Ame ia, Heavitree, Devon Sept 29 aie & Luke, _— 
Cragxe. Wittiam, Birmingham, Iron Manufacturer Aug 30 Shakespeare & Co, 


Birmingham 
Cockiz, Groner, MA, Bolton grdns Sept18 Perkins & Weston, Gray’s inn 
Dastet, Tuomas, Lianelly, Brewers’ Traveller Le 30 Barker & Co, C en 
Dezsxy, Peter Rovert, Dumbarton, NB Se Leesmith & Munby, Great Swan alley 
Devart, Mary Axx, Scarborough Sept 22 all & Son, Scarborough 
Doramorz, Svsax, mouth Sept15 Millington & Drew, Gt Winchester st 
Duss, Jax, Birtley, Durham. Sept9 Carpenter, Durham 
ForpuaM, Jaye, Rochester Sept 20 Fallows & Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Frasx, Gustave Apotrn, Haverstock hill, Naturalist Beat & — Budge row 
Frizpaem, Feu, OCithen, Anhalt, Germany Sept 18 Goldberg & Co, West st, 
Finsbury circus 
Gaxgratt, Feepericx, Hoxton 16 Westcott, Strand 
Goopwix, 8azan Avs, Sheffield Oct 1 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 
Harss, Exiza Satty Bexsett, Plymouth Sept 10 Woollcombe & Sons, Plymouth 


6 o’clock in the afternoon | 


Hatt, Peg heb ple Cuagies, K.C.M.G., QC., M.P., Mount st Sept 22 Rowcliffes 
Co, ‘ord row 

| Hon tT, ANNA, ig aa Sept 15 Rowbotham, Oldham 

| Hooker, Jou, , Sussex Oct 6 Pearleas & Sons, East Grins 


| Hussar, Woneaat 8 rowston, Norfolk, Market Gardener t 10 0 Gondei, Norwi 


| Jenkins, EpwarD NATHANIEL, Haverford west Sept 17 ton-Evans & 
Haverford 
| Kirkpatrick, Marcaret, Tranmere, Chester Sept 12 Harris, Liverpool 
Lay. Aveustus Freperick, Brighton Sept 29 & Co, Cheapside 


Lorrus, MARGARET JULIA AGNES saraxe a = ca 29 St Quintin, Princes st 
Mitier, THomas Brooxe, Portland p! ot & Co, Frederick’s pl 
Mvrcu, Denis Jerom, St John’s Wood ov 80 5 & Co, Liacoln’s inn fields 
Ne son, GEORGE Vaan Harwood. nr Bolton Sept 30 Winders. Bolton 
PaRneLt, Josuva. ffield, Grocer July20 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Payne, Many J. my noctaratield. Hants Sept 9 ow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 
Pouxp, Anna, 8t John’s Wood Sept1 Soames & Thompsun, Coleman st 
Ross, I at Bastol Cuartes WELLARD, Greetham, nr Horncastle, Lincoln Sept 29 Tarr & 
Ar 
Scriven, JOSEPH, Abertord, York, Eindee i t1 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 
SEALE, Henry, Croydon Sept 7 ewnham, Croydon 
SwiTH, GeorGE, Sheffield, es my Howe, Shi id 
Spier, GzorGce Jonas, Holloway, I Licensed Victualler Sept 21 Neve & Beck, Lime st 
Sutrzer, Rosetta, Lowestoft $1 Fraser, Wisbech 
| Tayvior, CHARLES Henry, Deeds x Sept1 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 
Taytor, WILLIAM, Wonteter, f Stafford t 13 , Clulow, Brierley Hill 
Waker, Josern, Patricroft, L h § t 1 Watson, Manchester 
Wat ~ Henry Morton New Court, Lincoln’s — Shorthand Writer Sept 10 Patersons 
& Co, coln’s inn fields 
Wixig, Emrty Sopnta, Eastbourne Oct7 Keen & Co, Knight Rider st 
WInDLE, JonN CockxsuoTtT, Waterloo, Lancaster Sept 3 Bellringer & Co, Liverpoo 
Wo r, Ienatz, Frankfort on the Maine, Germany, Merchant Sept 18 Goldberg. le Co, 
est st, Finsbury circus 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 14. 

Bancrort, Henry, Manchester, Civil Engineer Sept 25 e & Co, Manchester 
Bex, CaTHERINE, *"Weat Norwood Sept 28 Birchall, Fenzhurch bldgs 
Bixp, Dr Groace, Ham Oct 1 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford ro 
Brow x, Antuur Kaye, Parkstone, Dorset Sept 29 Gellatly & Son, Hench st 
| Brown, JosePH James, Plymouth June 15 ae o & Co, Great Marlborough st 
| Burtox, Marrna, Ealing Sept15 Bartlett, aan S 
| CuEstER, Barsara, Borrowby, nr Thirsk Sept 15 Wilson & Co, Durham 

| Cuark, Mary, 8t John's Wood "Bept 15 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Ciury, Emma, South Hornsey Sept 18 Digby & Liddle, Wormwood st 
| Currie, Awy Mancia Aywa, Eastbourne terr, Hyde Park Sept 14 Lee & Pembertons, 

Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dicxsoy, Davip Scot, Albury, Surrey Sept10 Hallam, Arundel s haat 
Dy ox Soveen Epwarp, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Publican Sept 8 Armitage & (o, 





Exsey, Saran, Lincoln Sept 29 eogaen, Lincoln 
Fiaspip, Freperick Witiiau, W: en Sept 17 Upton & Britton, Lincolo’s inn 


| 
\ 
| 
| 
| Fircn 5 re AMES, Goswell rd, Provision Merchant Oct1 Fitch, Bedford row 
| FLerouer, JonNn Roser, Blackpool Au db. Fletcher & Son, Blackpool 
| @reav es, Joun, Lowdham, Nottingham, Sept 14 Kirkland, Peouthwell, Notts 
Hargis, the Rev Wii114m, Barnsbury Oct 1 13 3. Tayler & Son, Gt James st 
| Hawkins, Tuomas, Oldham Sept11 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Levert, Susan Auice, Rowsley, Derby Sept 2i Small & Talbot, Burton on Trent 
| qaeesait, Saran, Ashford, Kent Sept9 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
MarsHaty, WILLIAM, Ashford, Kent Sept9 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
ae Wintra a Heaton Mersey, Lancaster, Dairyman Sept 25 Lawson & 


Moura Cutout G Cardiff . 14 Lewis, Cardiff 
| Parker Mary, Beckenham, Kent Sept 29 Moorhouse, Lanercoat rd, Tulse Hill 
Peeks, Witiiam Werzat, Winchester Sept 18 Scotney & Shentons, ’Winchest2r 
Proctor, Frakperick, Belsize Park, Job Master Sept17 Seely, New inn, Strand 
Reeves, Cuarves, Reading, Baker Sept8 Beale & Martin, Reading 
| SHackeL, Eviey, Reading Oct6 Dryland & Co, Reading 
Suawcncss, ARTHUR, heal Chester Sept 12 Watts Hyde 
SHEPHERD, Samu, Reddish, Lancaster Sept 15 () , Denton 
SiLk, JoHN ALEX ANDER, Crystal Palace Park rd $30 Aldridge & Co. Bedford row 
| Sovrnern, Carouine PATIENCE, South Shields Sept 22 Yourg, ‘south Shields 
SourHEay, James WiL.1AM, South Shields Sept 22 Young. South Shields 
Srurce, Richarp Jouy, Uhadlington, Oxford Sept 30 Roberts. Upper Clapton 
Tuomas, ALBERT WILLIAM Hornsey Sept 12 “Giteon & Co, Portugal st bldgs, Lincoln's 
| inn 
Topp, Tuomas Rozert, Ystalyfera, Glam, Licensed Victualler Sept 9 Williams, Neath 
WALL 18, BAkAE, West Croydon Sept 30 Lovell & Co, Gray's inn sq 
Wearnentit, Joux Ropinsoy, , General Dealer Sept 5 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 
Westerman, WitL1Am, Weeton, York Sept 15 Denham, Leeds 
WitiiAms, Eriza Newton Abbot, Devon Sept 29 Hardisty & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
| Witziass, Tuomas, Llantrisant, Glam Sept 20 Rees & Gwyn, Cowbridge 
} wane, Sasoeceaan, Guildford, Brick Manufacturer Sept 22 Capron & Sparkes, 


uildfo 
Yzo, Tuomas Roaer, Swimbridge, Devon Sept 8 Brewer& 3on, Barnstaple 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, August 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ough Pet Aug 8 
Owen, Hucu > ony 
Pet June 14 Ord Aug 


APPLervazp, prey Ilkley, York, Farmer Leeds Pet Canterbury Pet Aug 7 
July 11 Ord A 
Cireve, Jous Hewes, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Aug 8 8 Suexn, Tuomas, Bell 


Aug 
Comuziz, A G, New Broad st, Commiesion Agent High 
Pet Janil Ord Aug7 
“4 wy they , ~~ Assistant Cocker- | Norwich 
mout et 7 
Datimorz, Witian, ~~ a —y A Farmer Frome | 
Pet augs Ord Aug 
——— —— _ Norwich Norwich Pet | 
2B ] 


Augs Ord A 


‘tAug4 Ord Aug 
Garrritus, py Be Lisndudne Joiner Bangor Pet 


7 ug 7 
Haicu Atiexs Eowanv, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer 
Pet Aug Ord Augs 
on Roster, Preston, Stonemason Preston Pet Aug Bangor 
Ord Aug 8 Wititams, Phan. ee. 


Pet Aug7 Ord "aug 7 
Aug7 Od A 


Bevi Bat Loughborongh pk, Clerk High Court Pet Tredegar Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 7 


st, 
Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 
Surzeve, Evcar Esgyest, awatom, Norfolk, C»al Dealer 
Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug 7 
Surru, James, and Eowarp Cuances Surru, Commercial rd, 
Boot Dealers High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Aug8 
| Surra, Wittiam, — Lincs, Carpenter 


a Joux, Spalding, Lincs, Baker Peter- | ALLEN, Price, & On Pe Stafford, Merchants Aug 2 


Aug 8 at10 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


Denbigh Wrexham | Beox, Frank, Barrow in Furness, Coal Dealer Aug 17st 
1130 Off Rec, % Cornwallis ‘at, Barrow in Furness 


Owen, Tuomas AnTuur, Deal, Kent, Licensed Victualler  pevrizy, Tuomas, wigan, Butcher Aug 17 at 3.30 Court 


Ord Aug 7 house, King st. 


Rosertsos, Georcz Constante, Barnsbury, Vetesiansy A ¥ 
n High Court Pet ‘Aug 4 Ord Aug 4 Banasvon, Josura Mirus South Clifton, Nottingham Black- 


smith Off 4, Castle pl, Park 
are rd, G ccer High Netioghns 17 at 12 Rec, 4, © P st, 
Biacksurn, Avsert Artuvur, Mitdlesborough, Groce 
Aug 24 at3 Of Res, 8, Albert rd, Middiesborough 
| Baown, Exizasera Repeats, Nottingham Ag 17 ati 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
| Co.us, Sypwey Groner Rawvoiru, Bastbourne Sept dat 
— 1.46 Coles & dons, Seaside rl. Eastbourne 


ug 8 Taxses, THomas ug 8 8 1, Regent’ k | Costa, Faancesco, Haymarket, Restaurateur Aug 17 at 
Fisuzn, Atreep Bessauix, Cheltenham, Tailor Chelten- High Court Pet July 6 Ord Aug e’ oer | 2.80 
ham P Uptos, James Joux, Llandudno junc, Carnarvon Bangor Fav a Ric roe Roe ag pd Labourer Aug 17 at 2 
Om 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Garey st 


Rec, 1, Berrs st, Leicester 


Weis, Harry 1 Hanwell, Grocer Brentford Pet | Gooon, Tuomas Wituiam, Norwich, Tobacconist Aug 8 


at12 Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 


Witziams, Hues Waren Old Colwyn, Carnarvon, Draper | Guren, Guan Es E, Piccadilly Aug 23 at 12 Bankru 
Pet Ord Aug 7 : bldgs, ¢ Yarey et — “ 


Brynmawr, Brecons, Grocer | | Hapwix, Joun, Burton, Westmoreland, Grocer Aug 18 at 
11 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 
Sevenoaks, Kent, Clothier | Hasxec., Wittiam, a cpg Bootmaker Aug 18a 


Aug — Cepric AL¥RED, 
Tanne, Jos, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimaby Pet Aug7 Ord ‘unbridge Wells Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 12.30 Off Reo, Endless st, 8 


Kaneres, Peeoenicx Witiiam aisnenten, Myddleton rd, 
Bowes pk, Music Teacher Edmonton et July * 


maker Aug 23 at 11,30 
Kove, Bexsauin, Commercial rd, Boot Manufacturer | Av cannes Jomaruan. Dar 
Court Pet July 18 Ord Aug 6 Off Bec, 8, Albert rd, 





FIRST MEETINGS. vey at 
Ord | Avcocn, Joszru Guoncx, Walsall, <a Brush- Warscas & Mo Stamford hill, Printers Aug 22 at il 


Hearuvixio, Ricwaup, “Aboburch yn Mining Engineer 
Aug 17at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Cire 


Off Ree, seoenes ttn bldgs, Carey st a’ - a 
Greengrocer ug 22 a L Dh ay ALTER, Cannon st, Wine Merchant Aug 
borough | 23 at 11 Bankroptoy bldgs, Carey st 


Mox 
Par 


Pay: 


Bice 
Ric 


81NG: 
y. 


Suir 


Surtt 
1 
Swat 
I 
Tuck 
I 
Vaue 
A 
Wau 
a 
Wat" 
Wi 
E 
Woo: 
I 


Arro: 
A 
Barn: 
B 
Brat, 
OU 


Berv 
Berr 


Baya: 
Catas 
BP 
Cava) 
Ww 
CLE: 
Jt 
Culzv 
Pl 
Couzs 
Costa 
Pe 
Oorrr 
A 
Ceast 
Corti 
Datu 
Pe 
Exuis 
Fisuz 
a 
Gepps 


Ba 
Gotpy 


Pe 
Gairr: 
Bs 
Hacer 
De 
Hank: 
8 
Hepp: 
Hoca: 
Hops 
Hven 


mi 
Hoyts 
Iuxs, J 


Co 
JAMRs, 
Kury 





rough 
g 17 at 


Sept 4at 
ug 17 at 
17 at 2 

Aug #8 
nkruptey 
hug 18a 
Aug 18 at 
Engineer 
22 at it 
unt Aug 
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—_—, Jonny, ag f In, Boot ccm Aug 17 at 


8, 

HuaueEs, a p Han Clanton 
Ang 20 rong | tey bldgs, 

Levin, oteg By ae Grocer re 17at3 Off 
ae Howey W Fales F Goods Importer 

‘ARTIN, HENRY WItson, Falcon sq, Fancy 

- Aug 20at11_ Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Mavrice, T Ri oa Al ankment Aug 20 at 12 
Bankruptc Carey st 


MaxweEtl, ae IDWARD, om, Builder Aug 22 at 
12 ptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mowro, CATHERINE. Eastbourne Sept 4 at 1.45 Coles & 
€ 4 P, Eonin —_ Deal A t 12 
AIN, e, Horse er 22 at 1 
. Bankruptcy bldgs, st 7 
PayyE, eed Guosem, ddington, Cambridge, sf 
Merchant Aug 24 at 12 Law Courts, New r 
Peterborough 
Bicnarps, Rosert, Sunderland, Iron Merchant Aug 17 
at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
RICHARDSON, ARTHUR SiBLEy, Leeds, Boot Factor Aug 17 
at1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
SHERMER, Jostan, Nottingham, Innkeeper Aug 17 at 11 
Uff Rec, 4, Castle pl, ark st, Nottingham 
SHREEVE Epoar Exnest, Cawston, Norfolk, Coal Dealer 
Aug 18 at 1 7 Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Sixcu, T N & Co, St Mary Axe, Ea 
Aug 22 at 11 “daukraptey bidgs, Carey st 
Switu, Atrrep Lacy Coss, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Wine 
t Aug 17 at 12.30 The Grosvenor Arms 
Hotel, Shaftesbury 
SuTH, Francis Howane, Fenchurch st, Clerk Aug 22 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sway, CLara, Hove, Sussex, ag Aug 17 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighto 
Tucker, Exanu EL, Manchester, Baker Aug 17 at 230 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Vaucuan, Freperick Lewis, Seville-st, Koightsbridge 
Aug 24at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Waker, Witi1am Srepaey, Shetfield, Plumber Aug 22 
atl Off Rec Figtree In, Sheffield 
Warrs, Isaac, Great Grimsby, Estate fous Aug 17 
atil Off Rec. 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsb i 
Wiis, Percy Ricuarp Jvuivs, Church ct, Old Jewry, 
Engineer Aug 17 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Woovs, Natuan WituiAu, East Ham, Essex, Furniture 
ler Aug 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arrorp, Hersert Henry, Danes-inn, Strand, Public 
Accountaat High Court Pet April 11 it Ord July 30 
Barnett, JAMES, Asion, Warwick, aker 

Birmingham Pet Juiy2 Ord aug 

Beat, ALtraeD Henry, ped \ Tot Agent High 
Court Pet June 28 Ord A’ 

Bervog, Francis Xavier, and Re Hopkins, Oxford st, 
Manufacturing Chemists High Court Pet June 15 
Ord Aug 3 

Berry, Atgzernoy Tuomas Henry Kenuais, Bowerham 
at , Lancs High Court Pet March 23 Ord 

uly 31 


Bryay, "Romane, a rd, Outfitter High Court 
Pet June 26 ‘Ord A’ 
Catam, Harry WaTsox, Deite Fent Merchant Leeds 


Pet Aug3 Ord A 
CavanaGH, JOSEPH aN Warrington, Newsagent 
4 Ord Aug 4 


Warrington Pet Ai g 
ew Broad st High Court Pet 


CLEMINsON, 
June 14 Ord July $1 

Curzve, Jonn Henry, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler 
Plymouth Pet Aug 8 Aug 8 

- Arruun Cuar_xes, Bath, Innkeeper Bath Pet 

Cos say bo awdy ket, Resta High Court 
TA, FRANCESCO, “Ty e' urateur ur 
Pet Aug 2 Ord A 

OorrrELL, JosErn, Bristol Mercantile Clerk Brist.1 Pet 


Aug 4 Ord A Working 
Gunn, — orkington, ~ ad Assistant Cocker- 
mouth Pet Aug7 Ord Aug? 
Curtis, HewnieTra pamaete, Albemarle st High Court 
Pet July 31 Ord A 
5 yo bor 
ag Me Ord Aug 
wm... HILIP To tell Shaftesbury av High Court 
Pet et May 4 Ord Aug 6 
Fisuer, ALFRED ey i Seine, Tailor Chelten- 
ham Pet Aug 4 Aw 
on GEoRGE a, Manchester, Timber Merchant 
ord ~aoding 4M i. Aug 4 
Gouna hey Slipper Manufacturer Leeds 
2 Aug 
ae... Ae Wisstan, "Norwich, Tobacconist Norwich 
Pet Aug 4 Ord A 
Gairritus, ay Dasdndno a, Carnarvon, Joiner 
Bangor et Aug 7 Ord Aug 7 
Haron, Auten ‘tow ARD, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug 8 
og Kr Preston, Stonemason Preston Pet Aug 
rd Au 
Heppen, Oxcuarp, segmenme, Berks, Farmer Newbury 
Pet June 26 Ord Aug 
Hocsiza, ¥ WitiiaM ae Heap, Ord July 14 House 
Decorator Plymouth Pet July 14 Ord 
Houpsworrn, SARAH Aum, Cannon st High Court Pet 


June19 Ora ans3 
Huouss, Josuua, Swansea, Lei oy Tea Dealer Car- 
marthen Pet July 17 Ord Aug 
Hoyrer, Sauver, Leeds Leeus Pet an 28 Ord Aug 38 
#8, ALrrep Ropert, Camberwell, Slate Merchant High 
Court Pet July 3 et oy Es 
Jars, Joun, Gt Grimsby trimsby PetAug7 Ord 
<a Wiruiam, Carter In, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet July6 Ord Aug 2 
Kear, Anruvue Gronox, Tottenham Court rd, Racehorse 
Owner Court Pet dine, ? Ord A “a¢ 
Mernenixonam, Jouy, 8 ding, Lincs, er Peter- 
borough Pet Aus 8 Ord Ai 
Raw y= A pee Fasitt, Leeds, 
Bet April 19 Ord July 0 


fome, Somerset, Farmer Frome 


euthaine Dealer Leeds 


Rosertson, Grorce ConsTaB » Vi 
8 h Court Pet ag 4 4 Ord ug 4 

th, Provision Dealer 

2 Ord Aug 2 
ALTER VeRENoN, Hammersmith, 
High Court PetJuly11 Ord Aug6é 
Scupamorg, Cuag_es Joseru Ropsr, Gresham st, Solicitor 
h Court Pet June9 Ord A 
—— JosiaxH, am A Nottiogham 
Aug 

SHREEVE, an Ernest, Cawaton, Norfolk, Coal Dealer 
Norwich Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 

—. CHARLES a. ictoria st High Court Pet 

une 6 ug 2 
ous, ba = ye ee, Lincs, Carpenter Boston Pet 
ug 8 Aug 8 
Sw — Ciara, Hove, Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet July 30 
4 

Tuompson, RICHARD, my a Yorks Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet July 80 Ord A 

Tocni, Henry, = Restaurant Keeper High 
Court Pet June 11 Ord Aug 2 

TREHARNE, TREHARNE, Ponthir, nr Newport, Mon, 
and Publican Newport, Mon Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Upton, James Joun, Llandudno junc, _— Cattle 
Dealer Bangor Pet Aug7 Ord a 

Wacker, WILLIAM Tyme Sheffield, aie Sheffield 
Pet Jul Aug 8 

Warp. eR, waned South Kensington High Court 
Pet June8 Ord A 

Warers, Samvet, Camber well rd High Court Pet July 
13 Ord Aug 6 

Wetts, Harry Frayx, Hanwell, Grocer Brentford Pet 
Aug7 Ord Aug7 

Wuirs, Samvet, Leeds, Tailor’s Presser Leeds Pet Aug 
2 Ord Aug 2 


Wituiams, Huen Wares, old br Carnarvon, Draper 
Bangor Pet Aug7 Ord 
—— Wituiam, Bangor » ™ Pet Aug 3 Ord 
Aug 3 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anprews, Arruur, Sirhowy, yess Band Labourer 
ar Pet Augl0 Ord Aug 1 
BearpsteyY, Ezexier, Dkeston, Lace oMand Derby Pet 


Aug9 Ord Aug 9 

——~ CHABLES oe ~yr Sheffield, Herbalist 

Pet aa = ug 11 
Brot, Huaxxoriy by, Pham. Derby Pet Aug 10 
ug 10 

Bovey, Tuomas Wes ey, Castleton, Lancs Rochdale Pet 
Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 

Casson, J — — Preston, Saddler Preston Pet 
Aug il ~— 

CuarHam, rome 'REDERICK, St Leonards 
mission Pet 


Agent Aug It Ord > 
CLABKSON, Cane ue. 5 Kingston upon a Aug i 


wy 9 Ord A 

CocksHUTT, ieee hoa Read, toon, ames 
Manufacturer Burnley Pet Aug9 Ord A’ 

Cotiixewoop, Witiiam vneenen, Ranmoor, seffield, 
Solicitor Sheffield Pet July19 Ord Aug 9 

Downie, —o ee + Pe 
Druggist Newtown ug 10 ug 10 

Du Mont, —s =, Re row, Banker 

Court’ Pet July rd Aug 10 

Sesnane aan 7") eeeetaiaiel, Baker Newport 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug y 

Grey, Danixzt, Rochdale, y Rochdale 
Pet Aug 11 Ord Aug | a 

Ha ey, Pexrcy, Lancaster, bye + eed Manufacturer 
Preston Pet Augl0 Ord A 

Hames, Tuomas Auisop, Whissend: hg Rutland, Bootmaker 
Lelcester Pet Aug i0 Ord Aug 10 

Henst, Turopor, 8t Martin’s le oa, Hairdresser High 
Court Pet June8 Ord Aug 10 

Herp, Joun Wiitiam, and Freprrick Jonn Wart, High 
& Beoteel, d, Paper Dealers High Court Pet Aug 9 

ug 

Hices, James, Worcester, Builder Worcester Pet July 

28 Ord Aug 9 


James & Son, ter, Corn Merchants Exeter Pet July 

27 Ord Aug 9 

JeFrreRson, GeorGe Frepericx, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Post Office Clerk Norwich Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

Joux oy Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 

tAug9 Ord Aug 9 
Joyner, ho K, Great Bucks, Pheasant 
ler Aylesb Olibury os Auge Ord Aug 

Lyppon, CHariEs, O| by ame Surgeon West 

Bromwich 


Pet A’ 10" ‘Ord A 
—,. Davin, Ricuarp . oR Liverpool, 
4 Pet fase 8 Ord Aug ll 
ae , S- wry, Burton on Trent Fishmonger 
Burton on Trent Pet A: Ord Aug 9 
Mayuew, Jonn Wit, vatwintle Chester, Grocer 
Ashton under Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug 8 
Mergpirn, Danier pana Cardiff, Tobacconist 
et July 26 Ord Aug 9 


Rutch 





JonEs, 


Moorr, a ~ ome Lancaster, Stained Glass Painter 
Preston Pet July 27 Ord Aug 10 
Nasu, Joun ie Great —— Fisherman Great 
Grimsby Pet Aug10 Ord aug 1 
Nicot, Jonx, Wi Warrington Pet 
N : ~*~ ot, Coit: Bay 
unx, Dovetas Pair PER, 

st Edmunds Pet Augl0 Grd Aug 1 

me one yok amover New: 
on 1 ug 

Pa ne! Freperick WILLIAM, 5. aR Pet Aug 7 
tesa _ = Epwarp ~—— pe or Halifax, Clerk 

Halifax Pet A) Aug 9 Ord Aug 
oa, ~ HARD — Hastbourne Sussex, Boarding 

Eastbourne Part, Bases, Pa Ord ane 10 
ALTER 
Jay Bo a 

Bawyen, Wastes » pet Augli On 


Raorean, Wh 








Wau 


Summons, Joszra Pum, Dashwood House High Court 
Pet July 20 Ord Aug 9 
Bolsover, Derbys, Grocer Chesterfield 
11 Ord | Aug i ll = 
ILLIAM, nr 5 
Shrewsbury Pet July 26 Gra ug 10 
aaa = ALBERT, Barber Sheffield Aug 9 


ug 9 
ViILuary, Toon, Goswell rd, 8: er Court Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 9 uingnensy _ 
Wess, Epwix, Hinton St George, Somerset, Builder 
w pang a Aug 11 Blown st, Cycle . 
ILLATT, Norris Fow.er, Sloane Agent High 
Court Pet July 14 Ord Aug? 


Witson, Samvet, and Wiiiiam Grunpy, Bradford, Builders 
Bradferd Pet A 8 


Surrn, Waren, 
Pet A 
Tuomas, 


uw 
Woorron, Frank, Oldbury, Worcester, Clothier West 


Pet Augil Ord Aug 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asmowen,, Bynes, Southport, Lanc;, Some Aug 22 
atill Off Rec, 


35, Victoria * Live 
Pe. d.. Bensamiy, Likley, ¥ ork, Fur coe Aug 22 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, I ay 
Bastas_e, Francis, tomtom Bri Builder Aug 21 at 11.30 


24, Railway app, 
~~ * Louisa Ayy, Bridge, be Grocer 
Aug 2latil Off Rec, a PR, 
Buaxkey, Witt1amM, Marske, nr Richmond, Y: School- 
Aug 27 at 11.30 “Court house,’ Northallerton 
Bovey, Toomas Wesey, Lanes, Aug 21 


at 12.15 

Cavam, Harry Watson, Fent Merchant Aug 2i at3 
or 22, row, 

Carrott, James Wiuwiam, and Joun Swirr, rhe 
Kitchen Manufacturers Aug 22at12 Off 
35, Victoria st, 

CavanacH, Joseph Witt, Wi 
Aug 22 at 2.30 Off Byrom 


Co.zes, AnTHUR CHABLEs, 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


- Newsagent 
D Tenboeper Aug 22 at 12 


Comris, ALEXANDER a New Broad . Guntahe 
ferantile Clerk A py 22 at 
Somersets, Farmer 


ee 21 at 11 


ny, Lienllwchaiarn, Montgomerys, 

21 at a> 1, sence ha -eswws 
ENJAMIN, C Aug 23 
— — 7 Aug 22 


p, Leeds, 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Gnove, James ALBERT Harry, Baker Aug 
Stourbridge, 


22 at 145 James 
solicitor 
Hasan. A.tes Epwanrp, Dewsbury, York, Woollen Manu- 
facturer Aug 23 at 4 Off Rec, Bank 
a ng 22 £12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
a 1, 
Heppen, Onc ying Gerks, Farmer Aug 23 
He ae gt al tse, Oxtend Dairyman’ 
DpiTcH, Henry, Weymouth, s 
as ‘Aug 21 at 12.80 Off Rec, City chmbrs, End- 
less 


Salisbury 
Heres, Ewin, po pk, Clerk Aug 27 at ll 
Ban Carey st 


y 
Herp, Joux Woztte, ont Frepericxk Joun Wart, Hi 
st, Ki eae Sees Aug 27 at 12 - 


Manatee, Cuaries Francis, es Grocer Aug 2i at 
Hosson, Wit.1am, Milarow, nr Rochdale, Publican Aug 
wl al Townhall, Rochdale 


at 11.15 
Horine, Frepericx, chmbrs, Tudor st, Aug 
Carey st 

James & Sox, St Fp Lg ay Aug 
80 at 1030 Off Reo, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Kipp.e, co, Master Wheelwright 
A at 1215 Off Rec, st, Bristol 

KRvcer, p te 4 Commercia! —* Boot S semen 
Aug %atll Sankruptoy bidgs, Carey 

Mirfield, Greengrocer Aug 33 at ll Of 


~ Cheshire, Grocer 
‘fatchmaker na tet oF 


Downs1Nea, 


FisHERr, FRED 
até 


Rapa, Horace Bee, 
27 at 12 


Rerres, Josern, Mile End, 


Top, eet Aug 21 at 11.45 Town- 
Tamas, a See an Be Farmer Aug 22 at 12 
Verve BNRY chy Eevee, Buaingt Joiner Aug atl 


ey Aug 23 at 12 
bidgs, Carey st 
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Waits, Samvet, Leeds, Tailor’s Presser Aug 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Amended notice substituted for thst ore in the 
London Gazette of Aug 10 
Surrn, Atrrep Lacy Coss, Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, Wine 
Merchant = 17 at 1230 The Grosvenor Arms 


- Hotel, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apcockx, Joszru Grorcr, Waleall, —* Brush- 
maker Walsall Pet Aug1 Ord A 


Arnscover. Natuam, Churchtown, Bouthport, Farmer 
Live: Pet July 19 Ord Aug 11 
a ARRY og LanspownE, and Norman Epcar 
Prior, Bilston, Stafford, Merchants Wolverhampton 
Pet July 12 Ord Au; ug 9 
Bearpstey, Ezexiz:, eston, Lace Hand Derby Pet 
Aug9 Ord Aug9 , 
Beceiry, Louisa Ann, Great Bridge, Staffs, Grocer 
Pet July 18 Ord Aug 7 
nome aNvEL, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet Aug 10 
Aug 10 
Bovey, Tuowas Westey, Castleton, Lancaster Rochdale 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 
Cuarrett, Tuomas Wiiiiam, M 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet July 25 Ord Aug 11 
CLARKSON, on Wii1am, Kingston Ord Ang 9 Hull, Painter 
Hull Pet Aug 9 
CocxsauTr, Zeeseee Miuttos, RB Cotton 
Pet Aug 9 ont Aug Aug? 
Comniz, ALEXANDER GiiLEs, New Broad st, mata 
Agent High Court PetJanii Ord p~® 
Fauuicx, Francis Josern, Shanklin, I of Ww, Baker 
N Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 
ae = Jou Vincent, Liverpool, Pawnbroker Liverpool 
Pet Juiy5 Ora Aug? 
Grey, Dawizt, Rochdale, Journeyman Butcher Rochdale 
Pet Augil Ord Aug ll 
, r, poy ae Manufacturer 
Pet Aug10_ Ord A’ 
Hames, Tuomas Auisop, W es , Rutland, Bootmaker 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Herp, Jonx Wiiu1am, and Freperick Jonn Wait, High 
rF Paper Dealers High Court Pet Aug 9 
A 


Shee tae Francis, Banbury, Grocer Banbury 
Pet July 30 Ord Aug 10 
— Worcester, Builder Worcester Pet July 28 
9 


Howtpswortu, WatTEe, Cannon st, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb22 Ord Aug Il 

Ivmay, Gzonce Saunprns, p - ton, Cigar Dealer 
Brighton Pet July 5 Ord Aug 10 

Jzrrensox, GrorGr FREDERICK, mg Walsham, Norfolk, 

Post Office Clerk Norwich Pet Aug 10 = Aug 10 

Licensed ictualler 


en, Bucks, Pheasant 


host, Tnd. Jathi 





Jones, Joun WATKIN, Denbigh, 
Bangor PetAug9 Ord Aug? 

Joyner, aoe 

Pet Aug 9 ‘Ord Aug 9 


Lyppoy, a Oldbury, orcester, Surgeon West 
wich Pans 10 0 Ord Ang 10 
Maxins, Witt1am Hevry, Trent, Fishmonger 
M ase Ne ‘Bros apa teenye High 
ABTIN, EBT, New y T 
Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Aug 10 
Maxwe.t, Gzeorcz Epwarp, Clapham, Builder High 


Court Pet Jul —= Ord aug 11 
Maynew, Jouxn Wits, Tin Chester, Grocer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug 8 
Mesepirs, Danie Moncay, , Tobacconist 
Pet July 25 Ord Aug 11 
Nasu, Jouw Francis, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman GtGrimsby 


0 
Oapex, J North Shields, Furniture Remover New- 
cuties tine Pet Aug 


8 me 
~~ — Wru114u, Hendon as Pet Aug 7 
Potiagp, Wasne Epwakrp, Rastrick, nr Halifax, Clerk 
Halifax Pet A 


9 No tng 
Bicuangps, Roserr Iron Merchant Sunder- 
land Pet July 10 Ord July 27 


Ba o Sy 7 ee Lancs Liverpool Pet Aug 
a Faaxors own, Pe Fenchurch st, Clerk High Court 
Swrrn, Waren, Bolsoves,- Derbys, Grocer Chesterfield 


Pet Aug il Ord Aug 11 
Byroswktt, a Hewnry, Ls eg ay Kent, Builder 


et July Ord A 
Srormontu, 
Lender 
Court Pet July 5 
oheffield, 


9 
‘Wess, Evwir, Hinton 8st , Somerset, Builder 
Yeovil Pet Aug il Ora Ag 
Wiis, Sypvzy Heyny Te Brecon, Grocer 


Pet Ang7 Ord Aug 
Wrisonx, Sauver, and Drasenes' Siac, Builders Brad- 
ford Pet Aug 8 ee anes 
Wooros, Fraxx, 0} , Clothier West 


Worcester, 

Bromwich Pet Ang 11 ” Ord Aug 11 
Waient, Czpzic Airrep, Sevenoaks, Kent, Clothier 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Aug 4 Ord Aug 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Joux Yorks, Coal Merchant 
shag — ‘anjal ov a 1808 ‘Annul Aug 11, 1900 


All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Jowrnal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 








—T. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL MEDIAL 
SCHOOL, Albert Embankment, London, 8. 


The WINTER —— of 1900-1901 sy nan on 
TUESDAY, October 2, when the Prizes will be distributed 
at Three p.m. by Sir William MacCormac, Bart, K.C.V.0., 
in the Governors’ Hall. 

Entrance Scholarships will be offered for com- 
fen hehe tember—viz., one of £150 and one of £60 in 
try Physics, with either Physiology, Botany, or 
Zoology, for first year’s stuients ; one of £50 in Anatomy, 
Physiology. Chemistry (any two) for third year’s students 
from wn the U Universities. 

Scholarships and money prizes of the value of £300 are 

= at the Sessional Examinations, as well as several 


peialClasen are held been arty A the year for the 
y scientific and er emaeael M.B. inations 
Of t the University of 

All hospital cuaiuinanie are open to students without 


Club rooms and an athletic ground are provided for 


students. 

The school buil and the hospital can be seen on 
application to the Medical Secre' 

e fees may be paid in one sum or by instalments. 

Entries may be made separately to lecture or to hospital 

special arrangements are made for studeuts 

entering from the Universities and for qualified prac- 
oners. 

A register of approved lodgia: t thot the a 
Secretary, who also has a list of add ers, 
See, and others who receive promt set into ; oe 

ouses 

For prospectus and all particulars apply to Mr. Renpie, 
the Medical Secretary. 

H G. 1URNEY, M.A., M.D. Oxon., Dean. 


HE DENTAL HOSPITAL OF LONDON 
MEDICAL SCHOOL, LEICESTER SQUARE 
The WINTER SESSION, 1900-01, will commence on 
MONDAY, OCTOBER Ist. 

Dental Anatomy and Physio! (Guman and Compara- 
tive) — Charles 8. Tomes, F.B.8., —" — ), M.B.C.8., 

D.8., on Tuesdays and Thursdays at5 p.m. (Summer, } 
— Hopeweli Smith, . .C.P., MB.C.8., 


a Surgery and ay Mpe Hern, M.R C.S., 
L.D 8., on ae a SAY at 8 am, (Summer. ) 
(D-monstrator R. erechel L. D.8.) 

Mechanical Tag fer Lloyd  Wittiams, LRC.P 
(Winter LDS. A. on Welnasiege at 5.30 p.m. 

inter. ) 

Metallurgy in its et TO to Dental Purposes—Dr. 
Forster Morley, M.A., F.1LC., F.C.8., on oe ada at 
J PB a) (Winter.) (Demonstrator—Percy Richards, F L.C., 


The ‘Hospital i is open both morning and afternoon. 

During the Sessions the | uae of the day will give 
denensteelicns at stated h 

The Medical Tutor holds cl classes before each Examina- 
tion for the L,D.8. 

a” House Surgeons attend daily while the Hospital is 


TThe Saunders a of £20 per annum and prizes 
are open for competition. 

Fee for two years’ Hospital Practice required by the 
curriculum, including Lectures, £50 in one payment, or 50 

in =. yearly instalmenta. The curriculum re- 

aires two to be passed at a General Hospital. The 
apt 4H £55. Both Hospitals can be attended 
simultaneously. 

_ Fee for "three years’ tuition in Mechanical Dentistry 
is guineas. 

The Calendar and further particulars will be sent on 


application to the 
MORTON SMALE, Dean. 


NIVERSITY COLLEGE, BRISTOL. 
FACULTY OF MEDICINE. 
The WINTER SESSION will commence on MONDAY, 
OCTOBER ist. 
This College is the only Institution in the West 4 ‘end 
as SS ee ae alum. 
is now 
admitted to the slininal 








Infirmary and the Bristol te and 

consequently both these institutions ; am 
and Hi te a 

& total of 470 no) ane have very extensive Out- 


Departments for the Diseases 
and of the Eye, Ear, and Throat. 
napa en dae gnpengtes and Dental 


beds av: 

Fever Hospital Practice is attended at the Howpitals for 

Infectious Diseases of the Authority of the Cor- 
poration of Bristol; and Lunatic an Demonstrations 
at Tt the City and County Lunatic Asylum, 

Very exceptional facilities are thas aff atforded Students for 
wide and thorough acquaintance with all 
re of erre,tie as = a oe 

e opportunity y studying a large num! 
of practical sk li in diagoosis and 


and all particulars may be obtained on 
application . 
E. MARKHAM SKERRITT, M.D., Dean. 


TFOOLUOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 

Regent’s Park, are now OPEN DAILY (except 
da: Cuildiven ~ oe ed Among the rece: {additions 
301 ae a een ” 














(ye4etas CROSS HOGPIT AS 
MEDICAL SCHOOL 


The WINTER SESSION, 1900-1901, will commence on 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 2nd 1900, at 4 p-m., when LORD 
LISTER, President of the Royal Soci-ty, will deliver the 
Third Biennial HUXLEY L’ URE. 

The SCHOOL Mg ne hhc containing full —— 
tion concerni tone Scholarship O60 guineas 
the Huxley larahip (6 (56 guineas) and six mae | — 
pny os — = value €550) awarded annually, and all 
other details connected with the Medical Sch will be 
sent on application to the Dean, Chandos-street, Strand, 
W.Cc. N. MONTAGUE MURRAY, Dean. 





(Peto ot HER MAJESTY’S WOODS, &c. 
SECOND-CLASS CLERXSHIP.—FORTHCOMING 
EXAMINATION. 


Candidates must have served for three years in a solici- 
tor’s office (19-23). 6th September. 

The date spec ed is the beer at which applications can 
be received. They must be made on forms to be obtained, 
with particulars, from the SecreTary, Civil Service Com- 
mission, London, 8.W. 


IVIL SERVICE COMMISSION. 


FORTHCOMI WG EX G EXAMINATION. 





"Clerks of the First Division in the Estite Duty Office, 
London (21-27), 6th September. 

The date specified is the latest at which applications can 
be received. They must be made on forms to be obtained, 
with particulars, from - Sgcrerary, Civil Service Com- 
mission, London, 8. 


EDE&E AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, ow A Lord Chaneellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial h, Corporation of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Tovn 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law Wi 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


A Sa? ae 


Bs uisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
wery req 











ott BOCES cn8 BORA lags fo stock Sor inne 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, C seams 
&e. oe and printed. OFFICIALSEALS 4 


Solicitors’ Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual! and other Returns Stamped oe Filed. 
JUST PUBLISHED. Price 


A PRACTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMP ANTES ACTS. 
By Francis J.Gxeen, of the Inner Temple, Barristor-at-Las, 


‘ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
s¥i Baker-street Station.<PORTRAIT MODEL of Sik 


ALFRED MILNER, Commissioner of South Africs; 
PRESIDENT KRUGE LORD SALISBURY; the 

t PTrAaly 
D 


Account 





t Hon. Mr. J. GHAMBERLAIN ; 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, Captain of of the Australian Team of 


GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 


VISCOUNT HINTON and his ORIGINAL PIANO 
ORGAN. 
Organ Recitals. 


Music, Orchestral Performances. 
Special Quartetite. 


Admission, 1s.; Children under 12, 64. Extra Rooms, 64 ~ 








